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INTRGDUCTION

A. CONTENTS OF THIS VOLUME

This report is divided into seven chapters. The present chapter
describes the background and context of the present study, inciuding a
discussion of the policy goals of the Federal afd programs and the
specific impetus for this study. Included are discussions of the study's
research approach and methodology, a brief outline of Federal
responsibilities for financial aid, an historical summary of the
development ¢f the student aid concept, and a description of the
institutional role in student assistance.

The remaining chapters present the empirical results of the study.
Chapter 2 expiores issues of program participatfon and instftutional
financial aid office operations. The remaining chapters explore various
aspects of the role of the institution regarding informing and counseiing

- students, student need ana1ysfs, budgeting, validation, afd packagirfia,
afd disbursement, ajd monitoring, and loan managements.

B. STUDY BACKGROUND

This study is ?art of the third and final phase of the U.S. Office of
Education's (USOE)=/ assessment of the impact of Federal financial aid

L/1n May 1980 the United States Office of Education (USOE) was
reconstituted as the Oepartment of Education {ED}. In order to avoid
confusion, and to remain consistent with documents previousiy produced
under this contract, all appropriate passages in this report will refer
to USCE or to OE.




programs on postsecondary students, institutions, and state governments.
Formally entitied a "Study of the Impact of Student Financial Aid
Programs" (SISFAP), the components completed prior to this study include:

] the design of a research strategy to assess the impact of
financiai afd (SISFAP I);

the study of the impact of Federal and state financial aid
programs and poiici<s on the choice process of postsecondary-
bound students (SISFAP II, Study AJ;

the study of the way fn which labor market conditions {and
perceptions thereof) interact with educational costs and
financial aid to influence access to postsecondary education
(SISFAP II, Study 8);

the examination of the impact of financial aid on student
persistence in postsecondary education (SISFAP II, Study <); and

the relationship between Federal and state student aid programs
(SISFAP II, Study D).

This remaining component (SISFAP III) evaluates the effectiveness and
efficiency of procedures empioyed by the Federal government and
participating educational institutions to operate and isanage the Campus
Based and Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) assistance
programs. The BEQG program, currently funded at $2.192 biliion, is the
mainstay of U.S. student aid. It is centrally administered by the U.S.
Office of Education and provides the eligible postsecondary student with
an entitlement to financial assistance which can be used at any of
thousands of approved postsecondary institutions. The amount of the
entitiement is based upon the student's need (as derived from a uniformly
applied formula), while actual awards are calculated using the cost of
education at the school the student has chosen to attend. The Campus
Based prograns, on the other hand, are administered locally by the staff
of eligible institutions. These include the Suppiemental Educational
Opportunity Grant (SEQG); the National Direct Student Loan (NDSL): and
the College Work-Study {CWS) programs.

C. THE IMPETUS FOR THE STUDY

Evaluations of the Federal student aid programs, -from program
appropriations to the distribution of funds, have been mostly piecemeal
in nature. While specific components of this compiex system have been




examined at several levels of sophistication and detail, there has never
been, prior to the SISFAP project, a unified, comprehensive analysis of
the Federal government's involvement in the provision nf funds for
postsecondary students. The need for such an in-depth, broad-scope
stidy, however, did not long go unnoticed. In 1974, the National Task
Force on Student Aid Problems (otherwise known as the Keppel Task Force)
was formed to examine a compiex system that had become
"...increasingly... troublesome to the general public....“gf Its

charge was to examine the delivery system for student aid while ignoring
the broader issue of an appropriate social policy for the financing of
postsecondary education. The Task Force's recormendations were derived
in a deliberative fashion from the expertise of the various panel
members. As stated in fts Final Report, its role was to “integrate and
implement the results of many existing efforts into the broader form of a
total delivery system and then to achieve the support and backfng of the
associations and individuails who can bring them'into being.“éf In a
significant sense, the problems identified by the Task Force and its
reconmendations formed the basis for the formal evaluative effort
represented by the SISFAP studies.

D. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The Office of Education's interest in examining aid programs and
procedures is threefold: to evaluate the equity of the distribution of
Federal -financial assistance funds among students with similar
characteristics; to identify the aid practices and procedures that best
meet the objectives of the Federal programs; and to provide the data
needed to develop a behavioral model of the flow of (nited States student
aid dollars. $pecifica1ly, the study was designed to examine:

2/Francis Keppel, National Task Force on Student Aid Problems: Final
Report (Washington, G.C.: 0U.5. office of tducation), p. 1.

3/1bid., p. 5




the relationships between program funding levels and program
objectives;

the factors influencing the decisions of institutions to
participate in the programs;

the factors affecting the ability of postsecondary institutions
to implement the programs in accordance with the nzseds of
students and the reguiations and guidelines issued by USOE;

the factors affecting the participation of students in these
programs, including counseling, consumer information,
appiication processes, need determination, and aid packaging;

the burdens and benefits of program oversight procedures (e.g.,

monitoring and validation) for both institutions and the Federal
government; and

the impact of these programs on postsecondary institutions,
particuiarly with regard to cost, changes in educational
quality, and changes in student body composition.
While this report addresses most of these areas, no attempt has been
made here to duplicate the material covered in reports previously issued

during this project. A listing of all such documents is provided in
Appendix A.

E. POLICY GOALS OF THE FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS

The student financial aid programs, established by the Congress under
Title IV of the Education Amendments of 1972 and currently undergoing
reauthorization, are the result of a great deal of debate and discussion

surrounding the- selection of a proper method of delivering financial
assistance to the students for whom it is intended. By giving
institutions the primary responsibility for the distribution of a large
portion of ihe total pool of financial aid dcilars, the Federal
government has fostered a complex series of interrelatonships. For the
Campus Based programs, the institutions are required to maintain very
specific relationships with student aid applicants and recipients, as
well as with the Federal government. The more limited role of

inst itutions participating in the BEQG program, their wealth of Campus
Based responsibilities, and the relative position of institutions within
the Federal financial aid system will all be topics of concern in this
volume,




Institutions which choose to participate in the Basic Grant and/or
Campus Based student aid programs enter into a partnership with the
Federal government. Mandates of the Congress require that institutions
and USQE to work cooperatively in order to alleviate the financial
barriers which 1imit educational opportunities in the United States.

Egual Opportunity

Above all, the goal of equal opportunity dominates both the law and
history of Federal student financfal aid legislation. The principal goal
of these programs is the removal of financial barriers which might
otherwise deter an individual from the pursuit of education or training
beyond high school. As Jonathan Fife writes in Applying the Costs of
Student Financial Aid, there are three parts to this goal:

to provide students access to a postsecondary education;

to a]1ow students’ reasonable choice, i.e., freedom to select the
particular source of this education; am

to permit retention or persistence, i.e., to enable the students
to pursue this education to its conclusion2/.
These are all distributive issues in that they deal with the ways in
which the benefits of student aid are dispersed to individuals.

For an individual to achieve equal educational opportunity, there
must first be available the access to an institution of higher
education. As stated by the Carnegie Commission in 1970, "We
favor...universal access for those who want to enter institutions of
higher education, are able to make reasonable progress after enrollment,
and can benefit from attendance.“ﬁf

-

8/30nathan 0. Fife, Applying the Goals of Student Financial Aid
{Washington, D.C.:™ American Association tor Higher tducation, 1975),
p. 1. .

§fCarnegie Commission on Higher Education, Quality and Equality:

Revised Recommendations. New Levels gf Federal Kesponsibility for
Higher tducation (New York, N.Y.: Mcaraw Hi)) Company, 1970).




Furthermore, the role of the student financial aid programs should be to
eliminate the financial barriers that prevent the attainment of such
universai access.gf As commonly interprefed, this means that aiil
students should have the opportunity to avail themselves of higher
education in accordance with their individual intelligence and
motivatfon, and shouid not be unduly hampered in this pursuit by the 1ack
of personal financial resources.

The grant programs, of which BEDG is by far the largest, attempt to
increase student access to postsecondary education by equalizing the
financial barriers faced by potential students across income levels.
Toward this end, expected family contributions from assets and income are
calcuiated, a level of student self-help js assumed, and grants are
awarded to offset diffarences in expected family contributions among

'participants.

A second way in which Federal programs encourage increased
postsecondary participation is to neutralize imperfections in capital and
empioyment markets by making "self-help" a readily available option for
the student. The GSL and NDSL programs are designed to provide a more
adequate capital market for students who otherwise have difficulty
securing an educational Joan. The College Work-Study program, by making
off- and on-campus employment avaflable to'students, is also an important
part of the self-heip strategy.

Grant-in-aid programs; such as BEDG and SE0G, and the NDSL program
base assistance levels on the cost of the college attended and,
therefore, attempt to expand the range of choice of the jow income
student to include high tuition options. The Federal programs endeavor
to increase retention by affording students the opportunity to pursue
their education to its completion.

8/The National Commission on Financing Postsecondary Education,
FinanciqgﬁPostsecondary Education_in the United States (Washington,

D.C., 1973), p. 53.




As a corollary to the goal of equal opportunity, the Federal programs
adhere t0 the concept of student sovereignty in the market for
postsecondary education, so that the choices of students, and not
institutions, are givﬁn first priority in Federal support to higher
education. While arguments have been advanced for institutional support
as a means of ensuring the survival of private schools in particular, the
Jegislation has clearly articulated a desire to place the power of choice
in the hands of needy students. The integrity of the nation's
institutions, while an important goal, was seen to be secondary to
responsiveness to student needs. A detailed description of the Federally
sponsored student financial aid programs is presented in Appendix B of
the report.

F. RESEARCH APPROACH AND METHODOLDGY

Due to the complex nature and large scope of this research project,
it was divided into three stages. Stage I included the description and
evaluation of those operational and managerial procedures which could be
analyzed using existing data sources or interviews with USOE staff, and

the development of a detailed research design for a national survey of
postsecondary institutions and students. In Stage II, this design was

impiemented using two nationally representative samples of postsecondary
institutions and a representative sample of over 20,000 randomly selected

students. Stage III of the project, which was separately funded and
recently completed, was to assess the impact of the Middle Income Student
Assistance Act (MISAA) on the distribution of student financial aid. The
assessment was based on a quasi-experimental research design, carried out
through a longitudinal follow-up of the same schools visited during the
Stage II survey.

The first sample of postsecondary schools consisted of the 172
institutions which participated in the site visit survey. The random
sample of students used in Stages II and III was drawn from these 172
schools. The analysis of the institutional site visit data and the




student data appear in previously fssued reports.zj The second sample
of institutions consists of the 756 schools which participated in
institutional mail survey. It is the data from this second sample of
instftutions which is analyzed sin this report.

Sample Design

In order to guarantee comparability, it was essential that the
institutional samples for the site visit and mail survey be draws n an
1dentical mamner. While a detailed discussfon of the sample design can
be found elsewhere,ﬁl the sampling strategy for this study can be
easily summarized. First, a 1isting of schools, eligible to participate
in either the Basic Grant  or any of the Campus Based programs, ﬁas
compiled using available USOE data files. Next, the fnstitutfons -were
stratified, or grouped, into one of 32 separate categories defined by the
following variables:

control: public, private, proprietary;
level: 4-year or morg, 2-year or less;

participation (for proprietary schools only): BEDG only, BEOG
and Campus Based;

type of program (for proprietary schools only): cosmetology,
business, trade/technical, other;

State effort in financial aid, defined in terms of the number of
need-based programs offered (for non-profit institutfons only):

_ five or more programs, two to four programs, one or fewer
programs; .

selectivity, defined in terms of the school's average SAT/ACT
score for all entering freshmen (for 4-year schools only):
schools with averages .above the median, and those below;

sfze (for private 4-year schools only): 1,000 students or less,
over 1,000 students.

E/Applied Management Sciences, Study of Program Management Procedures
in the Campus Based and Basic Grant Programs, Final Report Volume I:
The Institutional Administration of Student Financial Aid Programs; and
Volume l]: Who Gets Financial Assistance, How Much, and Why
Summary Final Report

§/Applied Management Sciences Stgdg of Program Management Procedures in
nt Pr

tne Campus Based and Basic Gra ograms; Technical Report No. 1:
Sample Design, Student Survey Yield and Bias, November 1979.




Finally, three types of schools were deleted from this population listing
prior to the selection of the sample: those which were hospital-based
(958 schoolis); those which had been included in a study being conducted
by DHEW's Bureau of Student Financial Assistance {about 150 schools); and
those proprietary institutions about which very little information was
available in USOE data files {148) schools. The first group was excluded
since they were atypical of the universe of schools in terms of their
structure_and the types of aid offered and were not of particular policy
interest. The second group was dropped to avoid the potential for
overburdening certain respondents, and the third group was dropped
because the limited data available indicated that the schools were
marginal in the universe of postsecondary institutions.

Once the strata had been formed, the sampie of 756 institutions
desired was allocated to each group in proportion to the number in the
population falling in each stratum, except that the 4-year and 2-year
public institutions were oversampled because, though small in number,
they account for the majority of students and aid recipients. Likewise,
the proprietaries were undersampled because, though very numerous, these

profit-making schools account for a tiny fraction of all postsecondary

students. This over- and undersampling is the same as that used in
selection of the site visit sample and was done to assure comparability

with the latter. The actual selection of the sample of schools to
participate in the survey was conducted randomly within each of the 32
groups, using the sampling proportions described above. A discussion of
the stratified sampling framework comprises Appendix C of this volume.

Case Weights

Because response rates were not identical in all strata, it was
necessary to develop case weights to ensure that the respondents are
truely representative of their strata and institution types. These case
weights are used in estimating parameters for the five types of
institutions and testing for significant differences between institutions
types. A second set of weights was developed to counteract the over- and
undersampling of institution types, discussed above. This second set of




weights enable the researcher to estimate parameters for the universe of
postsecondary institutions, unweighted by enroliment shares and is used
in generating all estimates of universe parameters reported in this
volume, A discussion of the case weights may be found in Appendix 0.

The Survey Instrument

To assure comparability with the institutional site visit survey, it
was essential that similar information be collected in the two
institutional siyrveys. While the mafl survey provided many more
observations then the site visit survey, it contained fewer questions and
included only those items which were of major policy concern. This
truncated version was developed to maximize the response rate and
minimize the overa:l respondent burden.

Approximately four weeks after the mail questionnaires were sent, a
second-wave mailing, consisting of a reminder letter, was mailed to each
institution which had failed to complete and return the questionnaire.
After another four weeks had elapsed, non-responding inst itutions were
again contacted by Western Union Mailgram to encourage their cooperation,

thereby constituting the third-wave mailing.

A combination of a relatively low response rate, our perceptions of
the complexity of the questionnaire, and comments from a number of

already over-burdened financial aid officers who confirmed this view,
prompted the negessity for designing a revised instrument. Accordingly,
after another month had elapsed, an abridged version of the questionnaire
was majled to those schools which had faiied to compiete the form in

" order to facilitate their response. In addition, telephone calls were
placed to these schools to further elicit their cooperation. In the end,
601 schools responded to the long form mail questionnaire and 155
responded to the short form. Because some schools provided more complete
information than others, all empirfcal resuits reported here also show
the number of responses from which those restits are estimated.




The steps outlined above comprised the data collection phase of the
‘mail survey effort. As a result of the procedures employed, the rate of
response reached an acceptable level from which to begin anzlysis. For
additional information on mail survey data base development, the reader
is referred to previously issued reports.gf '

G. SUMMARY

This project has taken place during a major Congressional debate over
future policies and funding for these programs. Part of the function of
this study, then, has also been to serve as a source of information for
those deliberating about issues concerning student aid. The data
generated for this project have a longer-range value as well. Student
financial aid is an emergent profession, a relative newcomer among
administrative roles in higher education. The scope of activities, the
professional practices, and other major elements of the field are not
well codified. State, regional, and national associations of financial
aid officers, and others interested in this aspect of postsecondary
education are beginning to deal with this need to develop the
profession. Scattered articles and monograpvhs reflect a general
suspicion that practices are widely variable, that some aid operations
are inadequately supported, and that, in general, students do not receive
similar treatment when they apply for financial aid at different
institutions. This project provides the first unified data base for the
examination of these and related issues. It makes available a
coordinated set of information on schools, aid offices, and students, It
is the first attempt to assess, on a niational scale, the performance of
.. this.critical-part-of-the-higher—education system.—-——-—-— - —

E/Applied Management Sciences, Study of Program Management Procedures in
tne Campus Based and Basic Grant Programs, Technical Report No. 2:
Survey Yield Report for the Institutional Mail Questionnaire and
Technical Paper No. 4: Institutional Mail Survey 0P2ta Base Development
and uocumentation Report. .




The present study is part of SISFAP III. The purpose of the study is
to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of procedures used by
participating institutions in the operation and management of BEOG and
the Campus Based programs. Two issues are of special interest in this
study. First, do schools use those practices and procedures which best
meet the objectives of the programs and, second, is Federal financial
assistance distributed by schools in a mamer which is equitable?

The bresent study addresses these issues using data provided by the
756 schools which participated in the Institutional Mail Survey. The
same issues were addressed previously by Applied Management Sciences,
using data provided by the 172 schools which participated in the
Institutional Site Visit Survey.lg/ While the mafl survey is less
detailed than the sita visit survey, the larger sample size enables
researchers to conduct a statistical analysis which is more complex and

precise.

The data used in this study, combined with that collected in the
other institutional survey and the student survey, serve another purpose
as well since they provide much of the data and insight into
institutional dynamics needed to develop a behavioral model of the flow
of United States student aid dollars.

10/app1ied Management Sciences, Study of Program Management Procedures
in the Campus Based and Basic Grant Programs, Final Report Yolume I:
The Institutional Administration of Student Financial Afd Programs; and
VYolume {I: Who wets Financial Assistance, HOw Much, and Why? and
Sunmary Final Report
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INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

A. INTROOUCT ION

In this chapter of the report, an overview of the institutions which
took part in the study is presented, as is the current condition and
structure of their financial aid offices. Section B examines some basic
chiracteristics of the institutions and describzs their participation
rates in the Basic Grant program and in each of the Campus 8ased
programs. Section C compares and contrasts the characteristics of
schools which participate in all the Campu: Based programs with those
that do not and examines the reasons that institutions offer for
nonparticipation. Section O provides a description of the workload of
institutional financial aid offices, and Section E characterizes
financial aid office personnel. Furthermore, the problems that
institutions encounter in recruiting and retaining professional financial
aid off icers are analyzed. Section F considers the productivity of the
financial aid staff and Section G summarizes the results of this chapter.

8. OESCRIPTION OF THE INSTITUTIONS IN THE STUOY o

Prigr t0 investigating the complexities of the operations of
institutional financial aid offices, it is important to have an gverall
picture of the institutions which are being studied. Table 2.B.1
enumerates some basic characteristics of the institutions which responded
to the mail survey questionnaire. The information presented in
Table 2,8.1 iVlustrates the utility of stratifying institutions according
to their level and control.
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TABLE 2.8.Y CONTINUED
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For the 756 schools responding to the institutional mail survey, the
mean tuition and fees was $1,548 and the mean enrollment was 2,640.
Approximately 25 percent of those enrolied were recipients of at least
one of the Campus Based or Basic Grant programs. Financial aid offices

were staffed by an average of just under five and ona-half full-time
equivalent employees. '

However, the variability of these characteristics across institution
types is striking. Table 2,B.1 shows that tuition and fees are higher at
the private schools than at their public counterparts. Given the level
of education, it costs the student over four times as much in tuition and
fees to attend a private institution as it does to attend a public
school. The tuition and fees charged by proprietary schools are similar
to those charged by 2-year private schools; they are lower than those at
4-year private schools, but higher than those charged by 2-year and
4-year pubiic institutions.

Despite the fact that the pattern displayed by tuition costs is
reversed, the sharp contrast between private and public institutions is
also present in the enroliment statistics. Four-year public institutions
have larger student bodies than ail other types of schools, and 2-year
public schools are larger in terms of enroliments than private and
proprietary .schools.

While public schools at both levels are significantly larger than
their private schooil counterparts, only 4-year pubiic schools have a
iarger number of Federal aid recipients and larger staffs to administer
the aid. However, the differences in staff sizes are not as pronounced
~"as the aid Fecipient differencés.” That is, while on average there are
between three and 14 times as many aid recipients at 4-year public
institutions as there are at other types of schools, 4.year public
schools perform their tasks with staffs that are only between two and
one-half and four times as large as the staffs at other types of
schools. This may mean that 4-year public schools have more efficient
financial aid office(r)s than do other types of institutions. This can




most likely be attributed to scale of operations rather than control.
That is, the 4-year public schools have a larger number of aid recipients
so that the financial aid officers are able to take advantage of scale
economies and employ a less than proportionate financial aid staff (i.e.,

each staff member s able to handle a larger recipient load in the larger
schoo1s).

Table 2.B.2 shows the percent of institutions participating in the
Basic Grant program and each of the Campus Based programs. All schoc’s
surveyed take part in the Basic Grant program. Participation rates in
the Campus Based programs vary across institution types. For example,
while almost all 4-year public schools participate in the College
Work-Study Program, nearly four out of every five proprietary schools do
not participate in this program. Section C of this chapter will expand
upon the characteristics of schools that do not participate in the Campus
Based programs and the reasons these schools cited for nonparticipatfon.

C. DESCRIPTION OF SCHOOLS BY PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Table 2.C.1 lists some basic characteristics of institutions
according to program participation. Schools taking part in at least one

Campus Based program, but which do-not-participate-in-the-Gollege
Work-Study Program (CWS), charge the highest tuition and fees. The fact

s by schools not in (WS is, in part, due to the low participation rate
in C4S by proprietary schools. On average, the tuition at proprietary

schools is snmewhat greater than the mean tuition fees charged by all
schools.

~ Schools which do not partake in the National Direct Student Loan
(NDSL) program offer lower tuitions than do schools participating in ali
or none of the Campus Based programs. Program participation by level and
control of institution is less able to account for the low tuition and
fees at schools which participate in Campus Based programs other than
NDSL. This lack of an explanation by level and control of institution is
due to the relatively high rates of participation of NDSL at high cost




TABLE 2.B.2.: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS PARTICIPATING IN FEDERAL STUDENT AID PROGRAMS
BY LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/
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TABLE 2.8.2 COMTINUED
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TABLE 2.C.1: SELECTED BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF INSTITUTIONS PARTICIPATING IN THE STUDY, BY PARTICIPATION IN CAMPUS
BASED PROGRAMS: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/
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TABLE 2.C.T CONTINUED
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and low cost four-year private and pubiic institutions, respectively, as
well as the relatively low participation rates at the somewhat higher
cost two-year private and proprietary schools and the iow cost two-year
public institutions (see Tables 2,8.1 and 2.B.2).

Significantly larger enrolliments are observed at institutions which
participate in all of the Campus Based programs than at schools which do
not participate in any of these programs. Smaller enrollments are also
characteristic of schools which seek only NDSL or CWS funding. Once
again, these enrollment differences by program participation cannot be
explained by program participation according to level and control. of
fnstitution. Not only do the large four-year public schools have high
participation rates in NDSL, but small four-year private institutions
also have high participation rates in NDSL and the relatively large
two-year public schools have relatively low participation rates in NDSL.

Table 2.C.1 shows that schools which participate in a1l Campus Based
programs have the largest number of Federal aid recipients as well as the
largest financial aid staffs. Furthermore, while nonparticipation n
NDSL or in CWS, in conjunction with participation in other Campus Based
programs, reduces the number of Federal aid recipients at a school, only
in the case of nonvarticipation in NDSL does it significantly reduce the
number of financial aid officers which schools employ to service their
recipients. Once again we see evidence of the presence of scale
economfes in the operations of financfa) aid offices.

Table 2.C.2 presents a 1ist of the reasons which institutions offered

for not-participating in the various Campus Based programs. For schools™ ™~

which do not take part in SE0G, the most common reason cited is
insufficient demand for the program by the school's students. This
explanation has a "Catch-22" aura abcut it in that one wonders how
students could be expected to know about and reguest assistance a
financial aid program that is not offered by their institution. With
respect to variation in reasons for nonparticipation across institution
types, the only significant differences are between 2-year public ~
institutions and 4-year private institutions and proprietary schools in
terms of no need to participate due to low cost.

200 39




TABLE 2.C.2.: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUYION OF REASONS OFFERED BY INSFITUTIONS FOR NONPAIIICIPATION IN
CAMPUS BASED PROGRAMS, BY LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YCAR 1978-79 I/
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Schools which are nonparticipants in NOSL, but take part in cther
Campus Based programs, employ fewer financial aid officers than do
schools which participate in all Campus Based programs. Of those schools
which cite a reason for not taking part in the NOSL Program, nearly one
out of three institutions indicate a lack of the administrative resources
to do so. Institutions which elect to participate in the NOSL Program
must be prepared to commit sfgniffcant rescurces in order to comply with
the counseling and collection responsibilities of the program.

Table 2.C.2 demonstrates that the major reason for not participating
in CWS s the difficulty of placing students in jobs which meet the
eligibility requirements of the program. This is particularly true at
proprietary schools because these schools are not permitted to employ
students on-campus or in nonprofit organizations which are owned or
controlled by the school, or by the corporation, association, partnership
or indfvidual owning or controling the proprietary institution.

0. WORKLOAO OF FINANCIAL AIO OFF ICE STAFF

In general, the workload of an individual financial aid officer will
depend upon the overall amount of work which the aid office must
perform. For purposes of this study, the aid office workload will be
measured in terms of the number of persons counseled, the number of
student packaged for financial aid, and the number of students receiving
financial aid.

Table 2.0 shows that 4-year publi: institutions lead all other types
of institutions in terms of the mean number of students counseled, the
mean number of applicants packaged for financial aid, and the mean number
of aid recipients, both unduplicated and by program. One would expect
this to be true. of course, given that 4-year schools have the largest
enroliments. '

From Table 2.0, it appears that at non-proprietary institutions,
anywhere from 65 percent to over 95 percent of an institution's students
receive some form of counseling about financial afd, and that between 47
percent to 61 percent of an institution's students are actually packaged
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for financial aid. However, this may be misleading since some of those
counseled may be receiving financial aid counseling from more than one

institution in the course of making decisions regarding the school to
attend.

In terms of the importance of the financial aid office in assisting
the institution in achieving its goal of servicing the needs of its
students, a greater percentage of students at proprietary schools are
recipients of either Basic Grants or the aid offered by one or more of
the Campus Based programs than are the students at any other type of
institution. In addition, on average, a h,-“er percentage of the
students enrolled at 4-year institutions are recipients cf at least one
of the four Federal ajd programs under study than are students at 2-year
public institutions, emphasizing the interaction between educational cost
and the receipt of Federal assistance.

With respect to the ‘ndividual Federal aid programs, Table 2.D
.reveals that approximately one out of every five students attending a
nonproprietary school is a recipient of a Basic Grant. Slightly over
one<half the students at proprietary schools receive these awards. Of
the schools which partake in the 'Campus Based programs, a significantly
higher percentage of the students at 4.year private schools benefit from
the existence of these programs than do students at public institutions.
In 4-year private schools that participate-in the NDSL and/or the CWS
programs, nearly one-fifth of the student body receives the aid offered
by these programs. '

The implications of the higher percentage of students at 4-year
private schools being NDSL and CWS recipients than the percentage of
students receiving assistance at the public institutions are rather
interesting. Since the cost of tuition and fees to the student are
significantly higher at 4-year private schools than at the public
institutions, the utilization of these aid programs by students at 4-year
private schools appears to be one method of overcoming this cost
differential. These programs presumabiy allow students & much broader
range of choice among schoois than would have been possible without these
programs.

51

2,22




E. CHARACTERISTICS OF AID QFFICE PERSONNEL

Distribution of Characteristics of Aid Office Personnel

The financial aid office is typically staffed by three types of
workers: professionals, peer employees, and secretarial and clerical
workers. Professionals include not only the institutional director of
financial aid, but other staff members whose responsibilities include
supervising various areas of aid office operations (e.g., management of
the College Work Study program).

In addition to the professionals, there must also be a contingent of
nonprofessionals in the financial aid office to provide the necessary
support services. The nongrofessionals can be grouped roughly into
"clerfcal” and "peer" categories. Clerical personnel are utilized to
carry out a variety of important support functions. These include
reception, typing, filing, and assorted paperwork obligations. In recent
years, nonprofessional support has also come to include data processing
personnel to cope with the necessities of computer-based Operationsfl/

A peer employee s one who is roughly the same age as the student aid
applicants or is also a student. One purpose of employing peers is to
bridge some of the personal barriers {i.e., a “generation gap") which may
exist in traditional aid office situations. Many observers of the
financial afd system have advocated the employment of peers as the most
effective way to astablish a true two-way line of communication between
the student and the financial aid office. At some schools, peer training
programs fnvolve a cooperative effort between financial aid

admin istrators and campus student organizations. Peer employees are most
valuable when they are educated in the details of the aid programs for
which students may be eligible, as well as in the nature of the student
aid office{r)'s perceptions, goals, and objectives. Furthermore, an
active peer program can have a significant impact on the quality of
counse ling services.

1/1n some of the largest schools, data processing personnel have been
employed in a professional capacity or as consultants to develop and to
refine new modes of computer applications to fimancial afd.




Table 2.E.1 shows the composition of the aid.office staff by type of
worker.gf On average, 4-year public schools employ a greater number of
FAQ professionals and peer empioyees than do other types of
institutions. They also employ a larger secretarial and clerical staff
to provide support services than do all other types of schools. This, of
course, fs to be expected in that the 4-year public institutions process
a significantly greater number of applicants. The second set of figures
on Table 2.E.1 describes the percent of workers in each category who are
employed fuli-time. At each type of school, professionals and peer
empioyees are more often employed full-time that are secretarial and
clerical personnel. At public institutions, a significantly higher
percentage of professionals and peer employees are full-time members of
the aid office staff than are these same types of workers at 2-year
private and proprietary schools. This may be due to the fact that many
2-year private and proprietary institutions are too limited in their
resources to accommodate professionals whose time is entirely devoted to
financial aid responsibilities. In many instances, professonal staff may
also assume responsibility for other administrative areas, including
admissions or business functions. Additionally, aid offices at
proprietary schools utilize secretarial and clerical workers on a
significantly lower full-time basis than do public institutions.

Table 2.E.2 reve-1s that, on average, nearly seven out of every ten
full-time professional aid officers have at least two years of experience
in the aid office at their institutions. On the other hand, part-time
professional employees are much less 1ikely to be experienced aid
officers. The lack of experience on the part of less than fuli-time
professionals may be due to he part-time professional being an
administrator who is filling in on a temporary basis until a full-time
professional can be found.

ngeer employees are included with FAQ professionals since their
knowledge of the various programs is iikely to be of a technical nature.
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TABLE 2.E.1:

ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/

NUMBER OF AID STAFF FOR PERSONNEL CATEGORIES, BY LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION:

Hean FIE Staff:

fAD Professinnals ami
leer Engrbiyecs 2/

SecrelarlalfClerical )/
tolal 4/

SecvelarialfClerlcal 6/

fudal ¥/

Institul lmia ]l Level and Control

4-Year
Private

4-Year
Publlc

2-Year
PudsFic

N L L T e

(199)
(203}
{197}

2.8 {(226)
2.4) (226)

2.83 {672)
2.51 (ou)

5.4 (660) 4.96 {224)

M. (662)
6l.1 (603}
69.7 (664}

8.0
7.3

{199)
(201}
(95

{221)
(195)

8.1 {224}

L.yS {103)
2.64 {105)
1.5 (lad)

br.6
68.0
15.4

(1o}
{99}
{103}

2-Year

Private Praprielary

.82 (96}
LY ()
4.2 (96)

o (w2)
{72}

{46)

51.5

61.9

H e amber of Tnst itol lous veport by s yiven dn parenthesis.

2 ragprofessionals aml Peer Enmmloyens

- nw mE ek o o omEaa

4-Year
I"'rivale

—— e MM e A w ar s mipws N = s ome = -

F iatlo
(Proban i iy)

iy R wa

0.f. 2-Yea

Pulirt~

Hean
-Stprare

Sorree of
© Yarliotlon

Lerdvecn A
Groups

.13

Fa208 12417

———— e ————

08,17 4=Year

PubHe

¥ilhin
Gronps

666 20.h2 (8.00)

Inlak 610

Z2-Year
Privale

Propeiclory

- o r ok moa - ke ey e

f=14.4

fro.b2




TABLE 2.E.} CDNTIMUED

3/ secretarialfClerical

AE R m T e n m———— o —n U AW R e % MR AT W - B o o SERAEEME e B R AN ek AN R 3L rs t B B

Svurce of b.F. Mean f #hatlo 4=Year 2-Yuar 2-Yudr-
¥arlal fan Square {(Prubability} Privale Pubtic Mivale Proprielary

o S Ve m— A ——— T m— — ——

Bedwean L] 153.76 21.50 F =597 F = 35.61 F = 3.5 I = 59,12
Gruups Public

Willin x. (. 00)
Growgis

1olal

A/ Jotal

Source of 0.F. Mean F katio 4-Year 2-Vear 2-Year
Variation Square (Prouahtlity) Privale Public rivate Froprletary

e WIE. w me W e E g —

- s—— e e R b —— . g b

Belween 1,609.94 14.16 4-Year f»47.3 F=34.2% s 29.24 F= 34,08
D Gionps Pultic

Wilhin 662 HH.64 {0.00)
Groups

lolal 66y

ey 4 A T S v e

8/ Percent of FAG Professionals and Peer Cwplogees Ihat are Ful |1 lwe Employees

- EEmr o R A EAAA - b ERE - AR A AR = n Ee Semeed W AR B N e B ek M AR REER O — de rwea W mma—em W

Suurce of BF.  Mean t Ratls 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Varlatfee Siaro (Frobability) Privale Public Perivale Fropriclary

s et L mmAEAL L . s 4 s e L N - MM N M W R S REeEeim - EEe s et EA 4 e m - 4 Nk Aremmem o med B & 4w N R e LR LR E R

llel ween 6,4172.%2 1.52 A-Yeur - - F=12.7 F=19.3
Hronps tfablic

Within a0n. 56 {9.400) 2-Year fog i= il 1= 14.29
firoups Publlc t

Julal

ERI

. PAraitent providea by Eric




CONTINUED

TABLE 2.E.1
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TABLE 2.E.2: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WORK EXPERIENCE AT PRESENT
INSTITUTUION OF FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME FAO PROFESSIONALS,
“ 8y LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACAOEMIC YEAR 1973-79 1/

Institutional Level and Control
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Table 2.E.3 shows that FAQ professionals and peer employees at public
instftutions receive, on average, significantly better compensation than
do their counterparts at private and proprietary schools. Four-year
publfc institutions pay secretarial and clerical employees significantly
more than do the private and proprietary schools, and 2-year public
institutions offer significantly better cumpensation to their clerical
and secretarial employees than do 4-year private institutions.

Retention and Recruitment of Aid Professfonals

Table 2,E.4 indicates that slightly under two out of every five
scheols did not have any probliem in hiring financial aid professionals.
Of those schools which claimed to have problems in hiring professionals,
the most commonly cited problems were lack of experience, low salaries,
or lack of understanding of the technical aspects of financial aid
programs. When afd offices were asked to list the areas in which they
encountered hiring problems, approximately 60 percent responded that
inexperience created recruitment difficulties, another 60 percent stated
that applicants were discouraged by low salaries, and over one-half of
the aid offices replied that applicants for professional positfons were
generally unfamiliar with the various aid programs.

Slightly over 50 percent of the institutions surveyed indicated that
their aid offices experienced problems with retaining staff. Of these
institutions, more than three out of every four schools cited low
salaries as the cause, and over 5Q percent of the fnstitutions listed the
lack of 'ong-range opportunities as presenting an obstacle to staff
retention.

Some observations are in order concerning the problems facing
institutions in recruiting and retaining professional financial aid
officers. First, the percentage of institutions experiencing a
particular recruitment or retention problem never varies significantly
across institutions; i.e., these are problems faced by al] types of
schools and in approximately the same magnitude. Second, the problem of
insufficient compensation creates not only difficulties for the financial
aid offfce in attracting professional employees, but is also a problem
for financial aid offices in retaining professional personnel.




TABLE 2.E.3: MEAN SALARIES (IN ANNUAL DOLLARS) FOR SELECTED PERSONNEL CAT-
EGORIES, BY LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR
1978-79 1/

Institutiona} Lavel and Control

4=Year 4-Year 2-Vear 2-Vear
AL Publie Private Public Private Proprietary

FAP professionals and
peer Employses 2/ 12,152 (542) 13,954 (172} 11,403 (184) ...4%2 {81) 8,382 (37) 10,359 (69}

Secretarial/
Clericai 3/ 5,802 (481) 7,149 (172) 4,976 (153} 6,575 {11) 4,846 (27 3,370 (52}

I/ The number of institutions reporting fs given in parenthesis. Oue to OMB restrictions. saiaries could
be obtained directly. Rather the total wage bill was obtained and the salary for each category was
caiculated by dividing the wage bill by the number of full-time iquivalent workers in that <ategory.

2/ FAD professionals and Pevr Empioyees

Source of 0.F.  Mean F Ratio 4-Yaar 2-Year 2-Year
fariation Square {Probability) Private Public Private  Proprietary

Betwasn 4 519,491,520 19.46 d-Year F21.68 F+29.36 Fe23.12
Groups fublic

Within 536 26,707,776 {0.00) §=Year
Groups Private

Total 540 2-Year F=40.75
Public

3/ Secretarial/Clerical

Source of B.F. Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year
Yarjation Square {Probability)} Private Private  Proprietary

Sptwenn 4 129,651.184 10.07 4=Year F=32.48 Fel1.55 Fe 939
Groups Public

Within 475 12,870,602 {0.00) 4-vear Fell.47
Groups Private

Total 479




TABLE 2.£.4: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS GIVING SPECIFIC REASONS FOR HIRING
AND RETENTION PROSLEMS, 8y LEVEL AND CONTROL OF
INSTITUTION: ACAOEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/

Institutional Level and Control

4-Year 4-Year 3-vear 2-fear
ALL Public Private Publiic Private Progrietary

Yo Hiring Problems 1.2 (690} 37.8 (197}  36.9 (231)  43.3 (106)  34.8 (55) 3.9 (101)

Hir ing Problems: 2/

Applicants Lack Heeded .
Academit dackground 9.4 (424) a.g (122) 7.6 {142) 6.3 (8l; 8.5 {36) 12.2 (83}

Applicants Lack
Neqded Experience 61.3 (424} 62.5 (122} 62.9 {(142) 49.4 {81) 65.0 (38) §5.1 (53)

Avplicants Lack
Needed Hanagement Skills 3/ 22.8 (424} 312 (122)  26.6 {142) 14.4 (51}  38.5 (36) 19.7 (83)

Applicants Oiscouraged .
By 3alary Ranges 62.5 (424) 63.0 (122) 63.4 {142} 57,5 (61) 58.3 (B}  63.3 (63}

Agplicants Lack Understanding
of Technical Aspects of

Financial Ald programss 52.4 (d2¢) 8.9 (122} 50.3 (142} 49.6 {61) 52.2 (36) 52.6 (63}

Applitants Lack
Interviewing/Counselfng Skills  18.7 {428) 19.6 {122}  21.8 (142} 11,3 (61) 25.1 (36) 19.4 (63}

Other 2.9 (44) 23,7 L22) 4.7 (l42) 3.3 {s1) 19.5 (38) 16.0 {s1)
Mo Retention problems 4/ 48.1 (700} 39.2 (198)  42.5 (234}  s6.1 (107}  38.1 {S%) 51.2 (106
Retention Problems: 5/

Insufficient Salary Scales 77.5 (386}  78.3 (1N 9.5 {134) 317 (48)  71l.a (34} 74.2 (81)

{nsufficient _
Long-Range Opportunities 66.1 (386} 6*.3 (119)  61.8 {13¢4) 640 (48) 50.2 (NH) 58.1 (51)

Other 18.3 {386) 16.4 (119} 20.2 (134) 2.8 (48} 17.9 (3¢} 1.0 {51) .

1/ Fne number of institutions repdrting is given in parenthesis. Column sums 2xcesd 100% due to the possibflity of
aultiple responses.

2/ Sampie is restricted to schools ¢laiming to_have at least one problem in hiring professional staff.
3/ Applicants ' ack Keeded Management Skiils

[

Source of 0.f. Mean F Ratio
Variation Square {Probability)

Between .49 2.36
Groups

Within .19
Groups

Fotal




TABLE 2.E.4 CONTINUED

3/ No Retention Propiems

F Ratlo 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year

Source of D.f. Mean
Private Pubiic Private Proprietary

‘tartation Sauare (Probability)

Setwesn 0.70 2.86 4-Year F28,03
Groups Public

Within {0.02)
Groups

Total

5/ sapie is restricted to Schools claiming io have at least cne probiem iIn retaining professional staff.
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TABLE 2.£.5: PERCENTAGE OF INSTITUTIONS USING VARIOUS SELECTION CRITERIA IN HIRING
FINANCIAL AID PROFESSIONALS, BY LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION:
ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/

LI T ————————— —

{ast itut fonz) Level aml Control

—aam -— R —

4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year

ALl Public Private Public Private Progrietary
Acalemic Background 18.9 (424) 5.0 (202) 47.9 {237) 44.1 (107) 51.4 (50) 49.5 {108}
Prior Experlence M.6 (714)  06.9 (203) 2.8 (40) 821 (106)  @s.8 (50) 06.3 {107)
Hanagement Skiils 70.6 (710)  74.5 (200)  70.6 (239) 69.2 {(104)  74.5 (58) 70.3 {1uB)
Salary Range LA (26t) 6.8 (2000 306 (236) 370 (99) 2.4 (58)  27.3 (lca)
Understanding of Jechnical
Aspects of F faanctal
Ald Programs 5.2 (717} 837 (204) 05.5 (212) 90.6 {104) 87.6 (50) #2.6 {109)
Knowicdge of faterviewlng .
and Counselfng rechniques 66.7 (709} 63.4 {202) 69.7 (238) 0.8 (102)  67.2 (50) §3.7 (109)
Olher 8.1 {715) 6.2 {203) 7.9 {(241) 9.5 {103) 9.6 {59) 7 8 {109)

—— |

I ———————

1/ rercentages ref lect the maYtiple réspunse potential of Lhe quest fon.  Ihe ounher of fost Stutlons reporting fs
given ¥a parenthesis,

€2




The problems that institutions face in their attempt to hire
experienced and knowledgeable professional aid officers are magnified by
the facts that prior experience and an understanding of the technical
aspects of financial aid programs are the two criteria that institutions
most often used when hiring financial aid professionals, as Table 2.E.5
indicates. Interestingly enough, the percentage of institutions listing
salary range as a criterion in hiring professional staff is much lower
than the percentage of institutions which 1ist salaries as a hiring
problem. The only p2ssible resolution of what otherwise seems to be a
contradiction is that many of the institutions which state that salary
range is used as one of the criteria in hiring profecsionals must offer
salaries which inhibit their ability to actual”™ hire professional
financial office officers. In the vast majori.y of cases, though, this
is an area over which the aid office has little or no control. Salary
levels are usually set by members of the institutional leadership.

F. OFFICE STAFF PROQUCTIVITY

Prior references have been made to “"scale economies" and
efficiencies”" which involved implications regarding financial aid office
and worker productivity. The purpose of Table 2.F is to focus sharply on
worker productivity. Before doing so, however, it must be clear that, in
the discussion of worker productivity by institution type, no assumptions
are being made as to the capabilities, or differences in capabilities, of
workers among the school types., iather, Table 2.F will examine
productivity differences which would occur even if all personnei of a
gdiven type were identical in capabilities. That is, productivity
differences will be due primarily to economies of scale of operation
which results from the'abi1ity to provide a better mix of resource inputs
such as computers, the ability to have of fice personnel specialize in
task assignments through division of labor, and the abjlity to spread
tasks such as many reporting functions, over a larger volume of office
operations, and not to differences in worker capabilities. Furthermore,
it should be clear to the reader that economies of scale of operation
will be present whenever the productivity per worker increases as the

63




size of operation increases. For convenience, the appropriate measures
of the size of operations (persons counseled, number of aid applicants
packaged, number of recipients) are repeated on Table 2.F from Table 2.D.

Table 2.F clearly indicates that economies of scale exist in the
operations of financial aid offices. The average number of persons
counseled per worker, the mean number of aid applicants packaged per
worker, and the average number of unduplicated aid recipients per worker
all increase as the average number of persons counseled, the mean number
of aid applicants packaged, and the average number of unduplicated aid
recipients, respectively, increase. Furthermore, there is a very close
relationship between differences in preductivity and differences in the
scale of operations (and conversely, the lack of a significant difference
in productivity tends to be associated with the lack of significant
difference in the scale of operations). For example, the only -
significant differences in the mean number of aid applicants packaged
across institution types are between 4-year public institutions and other
types of schools and between 4-private institutions and proprietary
schools, These same relationships exist in terms of the mean number of _
aid applicants packaged per worker, with but two exceptions. The mean

number of aid appiicants packaged per worker is greater at 4-year private
schools than at 2-year private institutions. Furthermore, the mean

number of aid applicants packaged per worker is greater at 2-year public
than at proprietary institutions.

Turning to the program-specific measures of productivity, there is
once again evidence of the existence of scale economies. However, the
expected relationship between aid recipients per worker and the number of
worker recipients is not perfect. The average number of BEQG recipients
at 4-year public institutions is significantly greater than the average
number of BECG recipients at 2-year public schools, even though the mean
number of BEQG recipients per worker at the former type of institution is
insignificantly less than the mean number of 8EQG recipients per worker
at the latter type of school. In additicn, the insignificant difference
between the mean number of SEQG recipients per worker at 2-year public




TABLE 2.7t SELECTED MEASURES OF FINANCIAL AID OFFICE WORKER PRODUCTIVITY
AND SCALR OF OPERATIONS, 3Y LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION:
ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/

{nstitutional Level am Control

-taar d-¥Ypar 2-tear 2~tear Proprie-
ALL Pydlic Private Public Private tary

Hasn Parsons Counsele.
Par Office Yarcer 2/ 25 (358) 408 (1200 219 €122) 409 (48) 207 (21) 56 £35)

Mean Persons Counseled 3/ 1,435 (387) 4,500 (128) 1.081 €131} 1,486 (64} 2 (20 172 {41}

Mean Afd Applicants Packaged
per OFfice worker 4/ 159 (¢463) 298 (lea) 202 (161) 192 {7a) 101 (29) 37.(52)

Mean Ald Appiicants Packagrd 5/ 398 (511) 2,796 [153) %87 (176) 392 (8%) 296 {33) 103 (62}

Me2n Aid Resiojents Par
griies dorkar:

Undup i icates 5/ 113 (374) 18§ {123} 110 {134) 129 ($ 70 (21} 8 {39
3E06 7/ 35 (451) 140 (143} 78 {148) 157 (1%} 34 (28} {53}
€06 3/ 29 {403) ¢ {u8) 32 {1a3) 27 (50 23 {2} {34)
#osL 9/ 49 (182) 70 (1) 82 (141) ” {20) 24 {21) (2s6)
e4s 1o/ 45 (394) st (146) 52 {l43) 40 {70} 4s {21) (14}

Maan Aid Recipients: e s e e e e - -
tnouoiicated 11/ §24 (349) 1,787 (130) 248 (149) §17 {64) 17 (26} {42)

3£06 12/ 429 (508} 1.37§ {151) 325 (167) 512 {as) 167 (33} {69}
06 13/ 152 (s4a) 2383 (154) 143 (159) 116 {66) 83 (27) (38)
M0SL 14/ a5 (a18) 725 {153) 01 {157 178 (54) 56 (24) (30}
eas 18/ 26 (432) 575 (155} 236 {138) 156 (79) 108 {25) (15

L/ The aumber of iostitutions reporting is given in Narenthesis.
2/ VMumber of Papsons Counseled par OFfice Worxer

Source of 0.F,  Mean F Ratio 4-tear 2-Yaar 2-Year
artation Square (Pronakiifty) rivate Publfe Private  Propristary

detween 4 1,21¢,430 11.28 1-Year Fe19 .2 Fe27.72
Grougs b lic

dithin 107,964 {0.00) 4-Year
Grouns pPrivate

2-Year £223,23
Tatal fublie




TABLE 2.F CONTINUED

3/ Number of Parsons Counseled

source of 0.5, Mean £ fatio 4-Year 2-Year 2-tear
‘rarfation Square {Probability) Private public Private Proprietary

Batween 4 286,613,392 9.582 4-Year Fe27.07 F=13.93 £49.90 Fe19.19
groups Public

Yithin 89 289,009,120 {0.00}
Groups

Total 84

4/ Mymber of Aid Applicants Packaged Per OFfice Worker

Seurce of 0.F.  Memn F Ratfo 4-Year Z=Year 2-Year
Variation Square (Probability) Privata fublic Private  Proprietary

fetween 4  §50,935.75 21.58 4-Year F=18.44 Feld.78 F=27.05 F=72.74
Groups Public

within T o447 20,164,986 {0.00) 4=Year Fe 5.05 Fe)2.45
Groups Private

Total a51 2-Year Fe22.78
Public

S/ dumber of Ald Applicants Pacvaged

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio d-Yeoar 2-Year 2-Year
tarfacion Square {2robabificy) Private Public Private  propristary

derween 4 120,935,480 .18 4-Year Fe66.46 F=48.96 F+d1.23 Fe74,07
Groups © Public

within 146 4,307,028 (0.00) 4-Yeoar F= 8.27
Groups Private

Toral so0l

6/ Mumber of unduplirated Aid Recipients Per 0Ffice Worker

Source of D.F.  Mean F Ratio 4-Yaar 2-fear 2-Year
Yartation Square {Probahility) Private Public frivate  Proprietary

Satwesn 4 204,635.50 21.82 4-Year F=38,08 F225,51 £58.53
Groups Publtc

aithin 9,376,713 {0.00) 2-Yaar F=10.22 F=14.47
aroups Private

Tatal 2-Year F=13.15 F232,17
Public

ERIC
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TABLE 2.F CONTINUED

17 wumher of 8E0G Recipients Per Office Worker

Source of 0.5,
Yariation

iean
SGuare

F Ratio
{Probabiiity)

4-fear

Private

2-Vear
Private

Proprietary

Between 4
Groups

Within 448
Groups

Total 452

25,7%.17

6,910.20

21,92

{0.00)

4-Year
Public

d-Tedr
Private

2-Tear
Public

F=54.34

F=24 82

F*31.02

F=68.25

F=72.49

87 Husber of SEOG Recipients per Qffice Worker

Source of 0,f.
Yarfation

Hean
Jquare

F Ratfo
{Probabitity)

4-Ymar

Private

2-Year
Public

2-Tear
Private

Proprictary

Betwemn
Groups

Within 394
Groups

Totaf 199

4,073.3¢

1,068.15

.3

{0.01)

4-Year
Public

F=l1.84

97 Numoer of NOSL Recipients per Office Worker

Source of 9,f.
Yariatisn

Mean
Square

F Ratfo
(Probability)

4-¥rar
Private

2-Vear
public

2-Year
Private

Proprietary

Between
Giroups -

Within 446
Groups

Totai 63

23,95%.85

1.688.61

4.38

{0.00}

4-Year
Public

g-Year
Private

F+28.07

F=17.83

F=19.68

F=13.53

F=13.82

Fr 9,27

107 Number of CWS Recipients Per Office Worker

Jource of 0.F.
Yarfation

Hedn
Jquare

F Ratio
{Probability)

4-Year
Private

2-Year
Public

2-Year
Private

Proprietary

detween
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

11.093.%

b2

7.92

{0.00)

4-Year
Public

4-Year
Private

Fei4 .49

F=20.76

Fr13.73




2.F. CONTINUED

11/ Unduplicated Humber of Afd Recipients

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio
Yartation Square {Probability)

d-Year
Private

2-Yotr
Pubtic

2-Year
Private

Prgrigtary

Betwern 4 19,685,264 8.4
Groups

Within Jo8 1,032,014 {0.00}
Groups

Totat 402

F=102.35

FaS56 .45

Fe54.19

F=71.86

12/ Humber of BEQG Recipients

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio
Yariation Square {Probability}

4aYear
Private

2-Year
Public

2-Year
Private

Proprietary

Getwesn 11,154,032 44.70
Groups

Within 499 697,103 {0.00}
Groups

Total 503

4-Year
Pub He

4-Year
Private

Fv123,99

Fv44.98

Fe56.47

Fel10.25

Fe 14.57

13/ Number of SEOG Recipients

Source of 0.F. Hean F Ratio
Yariation Square (Probabiiity}

d=Yoar
Private

2-Year
Public

“2-Year
Private

Proprietary

fetween 1,799,814 23.58
Groups

Within 111 76,118 {0.06}
Groups

Total 435 ,

Fag8,22

Fed).02

F=30.70

Fel8.08

14/ Number of HO0SL Recipients

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio
Yariation Square {Probability)

4§-Year
Private

2-Year
fublic

2-Year
Private

Proprietary

Betwesn 4 5,187,336 22.57
Groups

Within 400 274,17 (0.00)
Groups

Total 404

4-Year
Public

F=50.15

F4).18

F=12.72

Fe27.21




TABLE 2.F CONTINUED

157 Humber of (WS Recipients

Source of
Yariation

0.F. Hewn F Ratio
Suare {Probability}

4-¥ear
Private

2-Year
Public

2-Year
Private

Progrietary

Jevean
aroups

Within
Groups

Tota}

3,796,472 i1.4
425 120,870 {0.0G)

422

4-Year
Puhlic

F273,.54

Fa71.27

Fe38,60

F233.55




and 2-yzar private institutions is of the opposite direction than would
be expected on the basis of the insidnificant difference in the mean
number of SEOG recipients at these two types of institutions. The other
exception to the expected greater level of productivity whenever the
number of aid recipients is ‘greater i- between those 2-year public and
2-year private schools which participate in the Collede Work-Study
Program.

6. SUMMARY

Section 8 of this chapter revealed that the public institutions
surveyed are lardger and less expensive in terms of tuition and fees than
are the private and proprietary schools. Four-year public schools have
more aid recipients and employ larger staffs to serve their recipients
than do other types of institutions. All of the schools surveyed
participate in the Basic Grant program. Participation rates in the
Campus Based programs are significantly higher at 4-year institutions.
than at their 2-year and proprietary counterparts.

In Section C, it was noted that schools which do not take part in the
NDSL program byt are participants in other Campus Based programs, are
smaller, charge less in tuition and fees, have {ewer Federal aid
recipients, and employ fewer financial aid officers than are institutions
which take part in all of the Campus Based programs. The most common
r2asons institutions cite for nonparticipation in SEOG, NDSL, and CWS are
the lack of student interest in the program, the lack of administrative
resources, and the difficulty the institution experiences with job
placement, rgSpectively.

Section D revealed that, on averade, financial aid officers at 4-year
public institutions are faced with a heavier workload than financial aid
officers at other institutions. In addition, schools counsel many more
persons concerning financial aid than they package, indicating that the
availability of finens? .1 aid is an important aspect of a student's
choice of a school. Furthermore, a greater percentage of students
attending 4-year private schools receive financial assistance from each
of the Campus Based prodrams than do students at 4-year public
institutions.




As illustrated in Section E, 4-year public institutions not only
employ greater numbers of workers in the financial aid offices than do
other types of schools, but a greater percentage of a 4-year public
school's staff consists of full-time employees. Full-time professional
aid employees appear to have more experience at their current places of
employment than do part-time professional aid officers, It is also
apoareni that Jrofassional aid emplioyees are better compensated at public
fagtitutions zhan a2t orivate and proprietary schools. The amount of
experience and technical knowledge are cited as important criteria in
hiring professional aid officers, and finding experienced and
knowledgeable applicants for professional positions in aid offices are
among the most common probiems in hiring aid officers. The lack of
sufficient compensation for professional aid officers was found to be
most serious hinderance to »~'h the hiring and retaining of professional
financial aid personnel.

Section F summed up the chapter's findings by presenting clear -
evidence of the existence of economies of scales in the operation of
financial aid offices. With very few exceptions, the productivity of the
financial aid worker increased as the scale of operations of the

financial aid office increased.
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SELECTED STUDENT SERVICES OF THE FINANCIAL AID OFFICE

A. INTRODUCTION

The financial aid community--professioi .1 sssociations, financial aid
administrators, state aid conmissions, student groups--have traditionally
utilized their own expertise to develop innovative methods for
disseminating information on student financial aid. The Uffice of
Education has attempted to improve the quality of available student
information services in order to maximize the impact of the Federal
support programs. This concern for the availability of student
information arises as one attempts to comprehend the complexity of the
system of financial aid. Without some understanding of all of the
various kinds of financial aid and the rules for their use, students
cannot be expected to make an informed decision on whether or not to
enroll in a postsecondary institution.

Students need information on financial assistance throughout their
scholastic careers to make a series of crucial decisions regarding their
pursuit of postsecondary education. Although this is an ongoing process,
there are certain times when the availability of information is
especially critical. As-high school students attempt to decide whether
or not to attend a postsecondary school and, subsequently, which school
they will attend, .neir need for accurate, comprehensible information is
great. For the most part, entering students must rely on their high
school guidance counselors and the admissions offices of the post-
secondar} institutions they contact to provide information on the
potential availability of student financial aid.




Continuing students usually interact more directly with local
financial aid offices to obtain information regarding the determination
of their eligibility and award amounts as well as to meet their
counseling needs. Recipients of assistance must also rely on the aid
office tc apprise them of changes in student financial aid programs and
to maintain their financial aid records in good order. Many recipients
will also require information on their financial aid situation unen
completion or termination of their education. Ia sarcicular, stidencs
who have secured Toans in order to finance their education must be
informed of their rights and obligations with regard to repayment.

At first glance, the process of information dissemination for student
financiai aid appears to be strictly decentralized. Out of necessity,
the bulk of the responsibility for the provision of -information must be
placed at the local level where contact with the consumers can most
readily occur. This does ndt reduce, -however, the need for high school
counselors, institutional aid officers, and ultimate sponsors of student
aid programs (e.g., state and Federal governments) to supply accurate,
descriptive information,

B. THE !SSUE OF CONSUMERISM

The Federal government's recognition of the importance of student
consumerism was an outgrowth of a variety of influencing factors.
Traditionally, a great deal of financial aid information was disseminated
by people whose prime responsibilities were other than financial aid
(e.g., admissions personnel, high school counselors), and frequentiy they
did not fully understand the system they w ‘e attempting to explain.
Furthermore, the rapid development, periodic changes, and intricacies of
the program made it increasingly difficult for these unspecialized
individuals. Another contributing factor to the rise of student
consumerism was the pressure exerted by student lobbyists who believed
that many schools had been negligent in providing students with a full
disclosure of financial aid policies and procedures.




In response to these needs, the Student Consumer Information
Requirements was published in 1977 by the Office of Education, based on
the Education Amendments of i976. These requirements stipulata that an
institution must furnish all of the following information upon request:

) the student financial assistance programs available to enrolled
students, including information on the Title IV (BEOG and Campus

Based) programs .in which the school participates, as well as
state and institutional programs;

the forms and procedures by which students apply for aid, the
student eligibility requirements, and the criteria used by the
institution to select financial aid recipients and detarmine
award amounts;

the requirements for continued eligibility under the progrars;

the rights and responsibilities of students receiving Federal
grants and loans;

the means and frequency by which the funds are disbursed;

the institution’s definition of "maintaining satisfactory
progress” in order to continue to receive financial aid funds,

and how students who have dropped below this standard may
reestablish eligibility;

the terms of loans and sample repayment schedules;
the terms which apply to any employment extended to the student;

the cost of attending the institution (i.e., tuition and fees,

books)and supplies, room and board, and any additional program
costs);

the institution's refund policy;
the academic programs offered by the institution;
data on studant retention at the institution;

the number and parcentage of students completing a particular
program, if available; and

the titles of the individuals to be contac.ed for more
information and the ways in which they can be reached.
Finaily, the requirements mandate that each institution must have an
employee, or a group of employaes, available on a full-time basis to help
all students obtain information. This requirement, however, may be
waived for an institution too small to need a fuli-time empIOyee.l/
S

- el

-

1/Bureau of Student Financial Afd, Bulletin. USOE: February 1978,
p. 5.




These reﬁuirements have led many institutions to produce financial
aid "handbooks,™ a number of which were collected during the course of
the site visits. The Federal government also publishes its own
information materials which outline the whys and wherefores of the
Federal- student aid programs. Many institutions use these publications
in combination with others provided by state agencies or private sources
as the basis for their information dissemination efforts. As notad
above, institutions also may choose unique, independent approaches ta
student information by developing and publishing their own materials.

The Division of Training and Dissemination of the Bureau of Student
Financial Aid at USOE, by far the most prominent source of Federal
information, has launched a campaign to advertise the availability of
Federally funded student assistance programs. Directed primarily at the
high school population, this effort includes the distribution of posters
containing a oocket with Basic Grant applications, -student financial aid
fact sheets and a brochure entitled “Faderal Student Aid: Where Do You
Fit In?" to 26,000 high schools, public libraries, community
organizations, and Social Security Administration offices throughout the
nation. A toll-free Wide Area Telephone Service {WATS)} number is also
maintained by an independent contractor in order to provide general
program information and respond to specific inquiries concerning the
completion of Basic Grant applications. Finally, a publication listing
institutions which participate in the Campus Based programs has been
distributed to high schools and to lending institutions across the
country.

The Division also promotes better understanding of financial aid
programs among secondary school personnel through training projects. One
component of this effort has been the development of a Basic Grant
slide/cassette presentation, distributed to 25,000 high schools. This
has drawn a very favorable response, and there are plans to make the same
material available as a filmstrip. Secondly, two sets of workshops,
sponsored by a consortium of professional associations (the Nationa)
Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators {NASFAA), the
American Personnel and Guidance Association (APGA), and the National




Association of College and University Business Officers {NACUBQ)), have
been provided for high school counselors and postsecondary administrators
of financi«l aid. The purpose of these workshops is to foster expertise
among these individuals and to help them provide accurate information to
prospective aid recipients.

Finally, the Bureau has produced and disseminated public service
television announcements advertising the Basic Grant program. For the
1980-81 academic year, a new set of television advertisements has been
produced using animation, familiar personalities, and a generally
"soft-se 11" approach. Through these announcements, USOE hopes to catch
the eyes of prospective aid recipients and to make them aware of the
availability of “Study Money.” Applied Management Sciences has prepared
a Guide to Selected Financial Aid Management Practices which will be
distributed by the Education Department's Office of Program Evaluation
late in 1980. Among the topics addressed in the Guide s the provision
of student aid information to students. Comprehensive discussions of
various dissemination strategies are included in the Guide as well as a
mcdel for an institutional student aid information publication.

€. THE ROLE OF THE INSTITUTION

The ultimate reSponéibiiity fer the dissemination of information on
student financial assistance lies p.imarily with the institutions. They
are the focal point of the financial aid system, due to their role as the

direct disburser of aid dollars. Furthermore, institutions have a vested
interest in ensuring that their students receive all of the financial
assistance for which they are eligible since a significant portion of the
reviues which schools receive for tuition, fees, and on-campus housing
and board are derived from the financial aid dollars awarded to their
students. To-assure that students finance their educational costs as
effectively as possible, financial aid offices must provide students with
needed counseling and information.




The (se of Media

The Student Consumer Information Requirements, detailed above, have
spurred the design and distribution of an array of publications sponsored
by individual institutions. A wide range of dissemination activities
have been tried by institutions in their attempt to comply with the
regulations, However, as noted earlier, these local interpretations vary
in quality and comorehensivenass. The aciual azterials uzilized by
institutions to inform students about financial aid range from rather
small sections buried in school catalogues, to separate brochures and
pamphlets which address all of the relevant issues of student financia?l
assistance in a straightforward, comprehensive, and attractive manner.

An example of the latter is a large public university's financial aid
packet which goes congiderably above and beyond the minimum Federal
requirements by including an aid application, an explanation of the
school's aid packaging philosophy, a summary of the need analysis process
for aid applicants, and examples of estimated family contributions.

Despite attempts by various offices within USQE to disseminate
information on student financial aid programs, data collected during the
institutional site visit survey revealed that nearly one-third of the
schoo 1s--31 percent--make little or no explicit use of the materials
provided by USOE or other agencies. On the other hand, 20 percent do
utilize literature provided by USOE, and 14 percent use other materials
from Fedaral and state governments as suppliements that are incorporated
into their owr materials.

In order to disseminate information to students at a particular
institution, an aid of ficer can use a variety of approaches. Ideally,
aid offfcers should be expected to provide information in the manner that
would bast suit the student poputation at their individual institutions.
In practice, though, motivational, resource, and/or talent considerations
govern their ability to develop and implement effective information
servicas,

The results of the present study are presented in Tables 3.C.1 and
3.C.2. MNote that over 91 percent of the institutions use brochures
and/or pamphlets to inform students about financial aid. The use of

3.6
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TABLE 3.C.1: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS DISTRIBUTING WRITTEN FINANCIAL AID
CONSUMER INFORMATION, 8Y TYPE QF WRITTEN INFORMATION AND
LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1973-791/

Institutional Level anmd Control

i-Year d-Year Z-Year 2-Year .
fublic Private Public Private Proprictary

Newsletter 2/ 7.9 29.5 296 .8 . _17.00
Fact Sheet . aL.6 83.67 73.4 76.% 75.9
pamohlet, 3rochure 3/ 9.1 95.5 96.5 87.3 83.8

Other (Bulletins),
Annguncements }- . 8.9 9.6 7.8 12.3

(One or More of
Above 3/ . . 97.6

Institutions
Reporting

1/ Column Percentages sum to more than 100X because of aultiple responses.

2/ Newsletter.

Source of " O.F. Mean F Ratfo 4.Year 2-Yaar
Yariation Suuare {frobability) Private Private frabriatary

Gecwesan 3 0.60 2.86 F=11,21
Groups

Within {0.02)
4roups

Total

3/ Pamphiet

Source of . Hem F Ratio d-Year 2+Year
Yariation Square {Probabitity) Private fublic Proprietary

Batween 0,31 Fag.?e 4-Year F 217.37
Groups Public

Within 0.0% {0.00) d-Year F - 14.31
Groups Private

Total 2=Year F=1271
fublic

4/ one or More

Jource of 0.F. Mean F Ratio s-vesr 2-fear 2-Ygsar
Yariation SQuare {Prababillty) Private Public Private Proprietary

getwaen 9.03 . g-Yaar F 29,72
Groups Public

Within 0.3 4-Year F =10.31
Groups Private

Total 3.7




TABLE 3.C.2: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS USING SELECTED MEANS TO DISTRIBUTE
FINANCIAL AID CONSUMER INFORMAYION, 8Y LEVEL AND CONTROL OF
INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79L1/

Institution2) Level and Contrnl

4-Year d-Year 2eYear 2-rear
ATt Public Private Public Private Proprietary
Letters to High
Schoo! Seniors 2/ 1.2 13.9 2.3 8.7 ER .2

Student Newspapers,
Stedent fadio
Stations 3/ 55 8 0.5 66.3 76.6 45.7 25.3

Presentations 3efore
Grouns of potential
Applicants and/or

Their parents 4/ 15.6 25.2 12.2 33.2 1.9 .1
institotions
Reporiing T H m 202 o 42 79

1/ Column Percantages sum to more than 10)% because 3f muliiple responses.

2f Letters

Saurce of 0.F. Hean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Tsar 2-Year
Yarfation Square {Probability} Private publi 2rjvate Propristary
Betwasen 4 1.14 Fe4,N d-Year F = 16,60 - -
. _— - Groups Private . .
Within sg0 0.2¢ (0.00}
Groups
Total 584

3/ Newspipers

Source of Mean

F gatio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Yaar fropri-
Variation D.E. Square  (Probability) Private Public Private etary
Betwesn 4-year
Groups 4 5.45 £ = 36,81 Pubtic F 2 29.69 - F»38.50 F = 13014
Within 4-Year ’
Groups 580 0.17 {0.00) Private - £Fr37 F » 55,21
2-Year
Totat 584 Public F 1679 F v 54.03
4/ Prasentations
Sogree of Mem F Ratio 4-Year 2-Yaar 2-Year Propri-
‘fariation 0.6, Squars  {Probabfifty) Private Public Private etary
. Betwean 4-Year
Groups L] £.J0 £+9.20 Public F » 10,91 - F*975 FE 11,07
Within 4.Ypar .
Sroups S80 8.4 . {0.00) Private F 21978 - -
Total 584 2-Yaar
Public 78 £ 16,32 F 2189

El{l . 3.8

\




newsletters ard brochures and/or pamphiets is lower in proprietary
institutions than in cther schoois, Proprietary institutions often lack
the resources necessary to prepare their own consumer information
booklets and can benefit greatly from aid information materials prepared
by the Office of Education, professional associations such as the
National Association of Trade and Technica) Schools {NATTS), and others.

Financial aid fact sheets are furnished by most of the schools
(78%), and mary (56%) also publish information in student newspapers
and/or make announcements on campus radjo stations. Student newspapers
and radio stations are most often found in the 4-year schooils and in the
2-year public schools which explains why their use is greatest at these
schools and least at proprietary institutions. To reach prospective
students, some schools (17%) send representatives, usually admissions
officers, to meet with high school sentiors and others in outreach
workshops and presentations, at which time the issue of financial aid is
addressed. This practice is most common at 2-year public and 4-year
private schools. This is likely due to the close link that often exists
between 2-year public schools and their communities and to the high cost
of 4-year private schools, which causes them to actively recruit, using
financia, aid as an inducement to students. Furthermore, over 41 percent
of the schools mail Yetters containing information about available aid
programs directly to high school seniors, aithough it is not clear
whether this is done in mass form or on a request basis only. Finally,
less than one percent of the schools report that they take no measures to
inform students about financial aid. The percentage reporting no action
was extremely low for every type of institution,

Application Forms

The most basic information service an institution can provide is to
-furnish applications for the financial aid programs for which a student
may be eligible. The manner in which individual institutions distribute
these forms is a matter of institutional discretion, Results from the
institutional mail surves are reported in Tables 3.C.3 and 3.C.4. Of the
schools participating in the mail survey, the vast majority (86%) make




TABLE 3.C.3: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS USING SELECTED PROCEDURES TO DISTRIBUTE BE0G
APPLICATIONS (INCLUDING €SS, ACT ETC.) 8Y INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL AND
CONTROL: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/

Institutional Level and Control

A1l g-Year 4-Year 2-'tear 2-Y2zr 2anoeis.
Public Private sublic Zeliate T3y

A1l Students Receive
Forms {including
entering students) 2/ 50.4 39.7 46,9 34.9 54.1 64.1
Students Informed
About Where to Obtain
Forms 3/ 69.3 90.0 80.7 83.6 75.9 46.7
Forms Available at
Sinancial Aid Office &/ 36.2 ge.1 93.3 93.7 91.5 72.7
Forms Widely Avaiiable 5/ 36.7 56.3 31.4 39.8 34.5 21.2
institutions Reporting 740 212 247 115 57 19

1/ Column percentages sum to more than 100% because of multiple responses.

L2/ AN
Source of Mean f Ratio 4-Year Z-Year ¢-Year Propri-
‘tariation D.F. Sauare  (Probability) Private Public Private etary
Satween d«Yoar
Groups 4 F.54 §.39 Publice - - - Feil.a4
Within 4-Year
Groups 74 0.24 {0.60) Private . - Fr 916
Total 738 2-Year
Publlc - F s 19.49
3/ Informed
Source of Mean F Ratin d=Year 2-Tear ¢-Yaar Propri-
Yariation 0.F. Sayare {Probability) Private Pyblic Private etary
Setween 4-Year
Groups 4 3.52 23.%2 Public - - - F = 387.81
Within d4-Year
Growps 734 .15 {0.00) Private - - F=57.17
Total 138 Z-Tear
Public - F = 50.07
Z-Year
Private F 2 20,84

51

3.10
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PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

TABLE 3.C.3 CONTIMUED

4/ Aid Office

Soyrce aof Mean F Ratio
Yariatfon  Q.F, Square  {Probabllicy)

2-tear 2-{edr
Public Private

Propri-
stary

Setween
Groups 1.29 19,21

Withfn
Groups 734 0.07 {0.00}

Total 138

4-Year
Public

4-Yerm
Private

2-Year
Public

2-Tear
Private

F o= 72,56

F = 47.9

F o+ 36.41

F19.23

5/ Widely Available

Source o(‘ F Ratio

Yariation (Probability)

4-Year 2.year 2-Year

Private public Private

Setween
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

G-Year
Pubifc

4-Yaar
Private

2-Year
Public

F =314

£+ 10.02

F = B.77




TABLE 3.C.4: PERCENT OF INSTI™ “ON3 REQUIRING STUDENTS 7O APPLY FOR BEOG IN ORDER T9

8E ELIGIBLE FOR 0%.cR AID, 8Y INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL AND CONTROL: ACADEMI(
YEAR 1978-79

Institutional Level and Control

A1l 4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year Peoprie-
Publi¢ Private Public Private tary

Percent 1/ 23.1 16 .4 23.7 11.3 25.9 3.1

Institutions Reporting 716 209 242 112 54 99
1%
Source of “aan £ Zatio daVear 2-Yaar 2-Year Propri-
Variation  D.F. Square  {Probability) rivate Pubtic Private atdry

Satwean 4-Tear

Groups 4 0.74 4,80 Public - - - £+ 98¢

Within Z2-Year
. Gronps 707 0.16 {0.0m} Publie - - £ = 11,65

Total 7l




Busic Grant application forms availahle in the financial aid office and
make an effort to inform students about this. Many schools (37%) ¢ .o
report that the forms are available at other campus locations, such as
the student union or library. As part of overall recruiting and
retention strategies, 50 percent indicate that all students, incoming and
continuing, automatically receive the necessary application forms.

It is especially important that the Basic Grant application form be
made available to al) students. It is the student's right. In addition,
many schools (23%) require that students apply for BEOG in order to be
eligible for other aid. This practice of requiring a BEOG appiication is
most common among proprietary schools (32%) and least common among 2-year
public schools (11%). B8ecause a BEQG application is often required,
difficulty in obtaining a BEQG application and a resulting failure to
apply for BEOG often involves a forfieturs of rights to other aid. As
one might expect, those schools which require the student to apply for a
Basic Grant in order to be eligible for other aid tend to be the schools
which provide the 8EQG appiication to all incoming and continuing
students. +his approach is rapidly becoming out-moded, howevir, due to
the emergence of the "common financial! aid form" by which students can,

simply by checking an appropriate box on the most commonly used aid
application forms, indicate their desire to have their eligibility for a
Bacic Grant calculated.

Notification of Aid Award

Due to the financial considerations which students must resolve

before reaching decisions concerning access tc and persistence in

post secondary schools, the timing of student aid award notices can be
crucial. Late award notification can diminish tihe options available to
the student and, for certain students, provide a barrier to the pursuit
of further education. It is logical to assume that award notification
must be coordinated with the start of the acac-mic year. The bare
minimum, which can be expected by the student, is that institutions do

not wait until the term has begun to furnish them with this vital
information.




As shown in Table 3,.(.5 the time lapse between student submission of
his or her SER and notification of his or hel BEOG zward is very short.
Jver 50 percent of all schools claim to notify applicants within two
weeks., {Fifty-six percent of the proprietary institutions ¢claim to
notify applicants within one week). This low processing time is due to
the largely routine procedure by which the BEOG aid amount is determined
once the institution is informed of the student's eligibility index
(SET). These results should be veiwed with caution, however, since they
cannot be corrohorated with data collected from aid applicants.

The processing of a student's application for financial aid involves a
series of complex steps all of which are time-comsuming. Once an application
is submitted it is usually forwarded to a private processing center that
estimates the financial resources of the applicant (and his or her family).
The institutional financia2l aid office, upon receipt of the appiication from
the processor, must then determine the need of the student relative to othe:
aid applicants, assign an appropriate budget to the student, verify the
reported data, package aid for the student, and notify the student of the
nature and amount of his or her award. for this reason, institutions must
establish a deadline date for submission which leaves them with enough time to
accomplish all of these tasks prior to the start of the academic term for
which the aid is to be awarded.

In order to coordinate aid award notification with the start of the
academic year {usually September) and allow students sufficient time to make
decisions regarding their attendance, fnstitutions typically require
submission of aid applications by the middle of April. The cut-off dates for
submission of aid applications are slightly earlier for first-time students
(early April) and a 1ittle later for transfer students (end of April). The
cut-off dates for the submission of student aid applications are provided in
Tables 3.C.6 and 3.C.7.




TABLE 3.C.5: TIME LAPSE BET'WEEM STUOENT SUBMISSION OF SER AND NOTIFICATION OF SEOG
AWARD, 3Y INSTIVUTIONAL LEVEL AND CONTROL: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79

Institutional Level and Control

4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year Proprie-
fublic  Private Public Private tary

Mean Number of Weeks 1/ . 3.1 2.3 2.3 3.2 2.4

Percentage Qistribution:

One Week or Lass 2/
Two Weeks 3/
Thres-Four Weeks 4/

#More Than Four
Weeks 5/

Institutions Reporting

1/ wean

source of Mean F Ratto 1-Yesr 2-Yesr 2-Ysar Aropri-
_ Vtariation D.F. Square  {F=chabtlity} Private Public Private ctary

Jetween
Growps ., 4 27 .38 4,37 F»13.26 F=+9.8}

Within
Sroups 680 5.51 {0.00)

Tot 684

2/ Ona Yesk or Less

seyrce of Mean F Ratijo 4-fear 2-Year 2-Year fropri-
Yariation D.F. Sauare  {Probability) Private Public Private gtary

Setween d=Year
Hroves 4 . . Pubtic Fagpe,12 F»22.70 F 39.09

utthin ' 4.-Year
Groups 580 0.22 Private Fa12.49

2-Year
fotal 584 Private F 2 1p.46




TABLE 3.C.5 CONTINUED

3/ Two Yeaiks

Source of Mesn F fatio J-fear 2~-Year
Yariation .F. Syuvare  {Probabfiity) Private Private

§etwaun 4-Year
Groups %.57 - 2.1 Public

Within
Groups 0.21 {0.03)

Total 634

4/ Three-Four Jeeks

Source of Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year Propri-
Variation D.F.  Sauare {Probability) Private Public Private atary

Jetwean A-fear
Groups 4 1.26 F = 7.67 Pubtic Foeli®g F = 24,43

Within d-Yaar
Groups 580 0.16 9.00) Private F « 13,50

2-Tear
Total 624 Private F=10,12

S/ -¥ore Ihan Four Weexs

Source of Yean F Ratfo 2-fear 2-Tear Propri-
Variation  O.F. Square  (Probability} Pubiic Private etary

. Between 4-Year
Groups 0.3 Fe2.9 Public F = 190.08

Within
Groups 680 a.11 (0.02}

Total 684




TABLE 3.C.5: CUT-OFF DATES FOR STUDENT SUSMISSION OF AIC 4pPLICATIONS AND
MEED ANALYSIS INFORMATION FOR THE FALL TERM 8¥ STUDENT SrATUS
AND ENSTITUTIDNAL {EVEL AND CONTRu.,. ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79

Iastitutional Leve} ang Control

All d-Yedr g-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Student Status Public Private fublic Frivate Proprietary

First-Time Students gf Mid- Hid- Late- Mid- Mid. Mid.
April (192)  Apri) {73)  March {89}  May {16} May {7 March (7)

Continuing Studeats Mid- Mid- Mid- Mid- Late Mid-
Aprst (210} April (81) April (97) May (17} April (8) March (7}

Transfer Students Mid- Late- Midl Mid- Mid- Mid=
Aord) (192} Aprid) (77} Apri) (85)  May (16) May (&) March (6}

1/ The number of institutions raporting is given in parentheses.

2/ FirsteTime Students

Source of _ Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-year 2-Year
Yari ation 0.7. Square  (Probability) Private Public Private

Between . 4.Year
Grouwos 14,47 4.1 Public Fa11,24

Hithin
Groups 1.3} kT ] {0.00)

Total 184




TABLE 3.C.7- CUT-0FF DATES FOR STUQSNT SUBMISSION OF AID APPLICATIONS NG
M2I0 AMALYSIS INFORMATION FOR THE FALL TEZRM 8Y STUDENT STATUS:
ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79

Student Status

. rirst-time Student Continuing Student Transfer Student
Mean Cut-0ff Date &/ 4id-Aori) id.april Mid-Aprit
Percentage Distribution:
End of Schruary 2/ 10.4 5.2 2.8
€nd of Yarch 3/ 3.1 5.8 3.6
€nd of Aprit 4/ 17.3 24.8 z1.7
€nd of May 5/ i3.2 20.5 16.5
End of June 13.2 11.0 is.2
Later §/ 13.8 0.0 0.0
Institutions Reporting 192 210 192
1/ Mean 2/ February
Continuing Transfer Continying Transfer
First-Time t v -2.08 t = -1.36 First-Time - t = 2,89
3/ March . 4/ Apeid
(\/ tontinuing Transfer Continuing Transfer
First-Time ¢+ 2.28 . First-Time t = -2.01 - ,
- ? §/ Hay &/ lLater

Continuing Transfer Continuing Transfar~

i 4
-

First-Time t a2 -2.13 t = -2.07 First-Time t=4.21 t =421




D. SUMMARY

The importance of information about financial aid is widely
recognized. Prompted by the Consumer Information Requirements authorized
by Congress in 1976, USOE and postsecondary educational institutions have
attempted to improve the quality and quantity of information services.
The ultimate responsibility for dissemination of information still lies
with the institutions. As this chapter made clear, financial aid
office(r)s prepare the information in a variety of formats and present it
through numerous media. This diversity is to be expected because the
schools vary in the resources available and in the student populations
they are serving and trying to attract.

The most basic information service an institution can provide is to
make financial aid applications available to students. The vast majority
of institutions provide this service and do so in a way that reaches out
to the bulk of the student pobulation. Almost half of the schools claim ¢
that all students, incoming and continuing, automatically receive the
necessary application forms.

Unfortunately, the present study is restricted to information
provided by financial aid officers about themselves. Further insight
could be gained from an analysis of information provided by aid
abplicants and students.

While considerable progress has been made in the area of information
dissemination and app lication processing, there is sti)l a need for
considerabie improvement in both of these facets in the delivery of
student financial aid to students.

1% -
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MEED ANALYSIS AND 3UDGETING

A. INTRODUCTION

As part of the process of distributing student financial aid, the
individual institutions of postsecondary education have been assigned
some of the most cruciai tasks: the estimation of the cost of education
{the subject matter of Section B), the estimation of the financial
resourczs Of the aid applicant (covered in Section C), the verification
of data reported by applicants {sxamined in Section D), and the
combination of the various available resources of student financial
assistance into individual aid "packages" (see Chapter 5). Although
these tasks appear tO0 be separate items, they are, in fact, highly
interrelated.

Perhaps the most integral term in the field of student financial
assistance is need. The Federal government nas, through legislation,
recognized tnat zach student's need for financial assistance is unique to
his or her individual circumstance. The current system of distributing
Campus Based aid funds has been built on this premise. As opposed tv the
centratized system whicn governs the distribution of Basic Educational
Opportunity Graats (BEOGs), the Campus Based programs shift the
responsibiiity to the local financial aid office which must assess,
evaluate, and package assistance to meet students' needs. While the
Basic Grant program has been designed to of fset the core costs of a
stdent's postsecondary ecucation, the Campus B8ased aid programs are
aimed at meeting the direct and indirect fiscal demands of that




education. The intent of creating a system which relies so heavily on
the local aid office was to promote equitable treatment of students
through an evaluation of their individual financial situations.

A General Model of Aid Packages

In order to determine what will be referred to here as the "gross
financial need" of an individual student, the financial aid officer must
identify two specific dollar amounts {see Exhibit 4.A.1). The first,
“total student expense budget," represents the total cost of a student's

_education at a particular institution. This includes the direct costs of
attendance--tuition, fees, books--as well as those expenses which are
indirectly related to the pursuit of a postsecondary education-~room,
board, transportation, and various personal maintenance expendituras.

The second dollar figure is the "expected total family contribution”
(EFC). Loosely defined, the expected total family contribution is the
amount of money which a student's fam*ly {including the student) can be
expected to contribute to the total cost of that student's education for
one academic year. This inciudes exacting specific dollar amounts from
certain categories of famiiy resources including: the previous year's
income {taxable and nontaxable); home, business, farm, and/or other
investment equities; spouse's earnings; student savings; and family
savings. The amount which a family is expected to contribute is computed
after allowing for individual family considerations such as the size of
the household, the nature of the income, and the number of household
members enrolled in postsecondary education, among others.

As jllustrated in Exhibit 4.A.2, by subtracting the EFC from the
total student expense budget, one arrives at the figure for the "gross
financial need” of an individual student. In attempting to design an aid
package which effectively meets this need, the financial aid officer must
draw upon the financial resources which are available to that particular
inst itution and the resjurces of the individual student. The options
available to that aid officer and the student will, to some degree, be a
function of the institution's geographic location, size, academic
programs, participation in the Campus Based Programs, and other
characteristics.
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SEHIBIT 4.a.1: THE FINANCIAL AID PACKRAGE

Supplemental Sdycational
Cpportunity Grant

-+
institutlonal Ald
-
Discretlonary Slata Funds

*
Brivate Ald Sources -

Natlonal Direct
Student Loan
-
Guarantaed Sludant Loan
-
Institutional or
Gross Private Loan ]

Ftnancial
Mead . Faderal Collage Work-Study

-
Sludent Academi¢ Year
zarnings

. -
Inatltutional or Community
Sponsorad WorksStugy

Othar
Qrants

Ald
Package

Basic Grant
-
State Entitlemants
-
Abllity Based Scholarships J

Sludent Summer Savings

Expacted Total Family
Contribution

Entitlements

Sludent/Famlily
RasQurce Base

A

Sludant
Expanse
Budget
Total




EXHIBIT 4.A.2: DETERMINATION OF NEED

STUDENT — FINANCIAL
EXPENSE CONTRIBUTION —_— NEED
‘BUDGET (EFC)

| —

e DEPENDENT STUDENTS INDEPENDENT STUDENTS
Juition & Feas, Books & | | Parental Contribution + Contribution from
S OO & oA | I Contribution from Student  Student (and Spouse's)
T,;ﬁg"g,,at,gn 808, an Assets + Contribution Earnings + Assets +
P from Nontaxable Income Nontaxable Income

TOTAL i EXPEETEDLTOTAL GROSS

READ: Total ‘student expense budget minus expected total family
contribition equals gross financial need.
In drawing together the elements highlighted in Exhibit 4.A.1, the local
aid officer attempts to balance all of the countervailing factors in the
aid process and realize the intended purpose of student aid--elimination
of the financial barriers to postsecondary education. The Keppel Task
Force Report had this to say on the subject:
One of the points at which the other inequities of the present
student ajd system can be corrected is where the institutional

student aid administrator pull: all of the resources together
into a package based .on the goal of maximizing educational

opportunities for the largest numbers of students. Packaging is
the moment of truth when it all comes together, where the broad
_funne) of aid resources comes to its narrowest point and those
resources delivered to the student.l/

8. ESTIMATION OF THE cOST OF EDUCATION

Institutional financial aid offices are charged with the
responsibility of estimating the total cost of education for student aid
recipients. Working within Federa) guidelines, local financial aid
officers must establish budgets used in the calculation of Basic Grant
and Campus Based student aid awards due to the fact that the cost of
education is a prime determinant in calculating a student's level of
need. Expense budgets established for use with Campus Based programs

L/Francis Keppel, National Task Force on Student Aid Problems. Final
Report, (Brookdale, Calhtorma: The Task Force, I9/5), p. o8.




must also be tailored to meet the actual costs to be incurred by students
and must recognize that all students cannot live on the same budget. The
National Association of Student Fimancial Aid Administrators {NASFAA)
presents the following as an overview of institutional responsibilities

concerning the preparation of student budgets. This discussion is based
on the report of the NASFAA-sponsored National Student Expense Budget
Conference held in March 1977:

As student budgets are contemplated, an institution must identify and
develop the economic standards which should be reflected within its
student budgets. Thus, the appropriate standard of living must be
defined and the general guidelines which reflect this standard must
be identified for each expense component.

The budget should provide for reasonable costs (that is moderately
modest but adequate) necessary to enable a student to attend a
post-secondary educational institution during an academic vear or
proportionate period thereof. The budget should provide for the
essential goods and services necessary to permit the individual
student to devote his/her primary energies to the pursuit of an
acceptable educational objective.2/

Basic Grant Budget Regulations

As with other aspects of the 8asic Grant program, the U.S. Office of
Education (USOE) has elected to impose a rigid structure on the

development of budgets which are used in the calculation of Basic Grant
awards. This unique procedure is mandated by statute:

190.51 General attendance costs

Except as provided in Section 190.52 through 190.55, the follewing
are recognized as a student's costs of attendance:

(a) Tuition and fees;

(1) The amount charged to a full-time student by the
institution for tuition and fees for an academic year.

(2) Tuition and fees may include travel costs within the United
States required for completion of a course of study, but
not for travel between the student's residence and the
institution, or for travel outside the United States.

2/National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators,
Fundamental Financial Aid Seif Learning Guide (Washington, 0.C.,
NASFAA: 1980).




(b) Room and board:

(1) The amount charged the student by the institution under a
contract for:

(i) Room and board for the academic year,
(ii) Room, pius an allowance of $625 for board for the
academic year, or
(i14) Board, plus an allowance of $475 for room for the
academic year,

If no contract is entered into for either room or board, an
allowance of 30,100 for the academic year whether or not
the student lives with a parent, or )

If an institution enters into a contract with the student
for room and/or board for 1ess than seven days a week, a
daily rate will 2e computed based upon the standard
allowance and used for those days not covered by the
contract. This amount will be added to the costs
gstablished under clauses (i), or {ii), or (iii} of
subparagraph (b)(1), whichever is applicabie.

(c} An allowance of $400 will be made for books, supplies, and
miscellaneous expenses for the academic year.

(d) An institution may not charge a student who receives a Basic
Grant more than it charges a student enrolle9 in that same '’
program who does not rec2ive a Basic Grant.?

Despite this mandated procedure,the Basic Grant budget is Tikely to
vary from institution to institution as a result of differences in
associated costs, specifically the charges for tuition and/or fees and
on-campus room and board. In reality, these can be viewed as "fixed”
costs in the sense that the local aid officer cannot exert discretion
over the dollar amounts he or she -affixes to them. They are
pgedetermined by the applicable institutional governing authority.

Developing Campus Based Budgets

In developing Campus Based budgets, institutions are again confronted
with the existence of fixed costs. However, there is a great deal more
freedom to supplement these fixed costs as the total budget is con-
structed. In fact, the financial aid officer may inciude a wide range of
cost items in the budget including the anticipated expenses for tuition

3/Federal Register, Vol. 44, No. 18 - Thursday January 25, 1979,




and fees; room (housing) and board (food)-~-which, for the purpose of this
study, have been treated as a combined cost; transportation (commuting as
well as home visitation costs); and other personal expenses including,
but not limited to, books, medical, laundry, clothing, insurance, and
recreation costs. The use of these items as the basis for budget
preparation is derived from the Title IV regulations concerning the
definition of "cost of aeducation" as applied to the Campus Based aid
programs. Section 176.11 reads:

The amount required to enable a student to pursue his
education at an institution of higher education includes amounts
charged for tuition and fees, the amounts charged by the
institution or the expenses reasonably incurred for room and
board, books, supplies, transportation, miscellaneous personal
expenses, and expenses related to maintenance of a student's
dependents. In the case of a student engaged in a program of
study by correspondence only, his costs of tuition and fees
shall be recognized as a cost of education for the purpose of
this part; provided, however, that travel and room and board
costs incurred specifically in fulfillment of a required period

of residential training may be considered a cost of education
for such a student.4/ -

Once the financial aid officer determines which categories of
expenses ha/she will allow for in the astablished standard, the next task
is to assign specified costs to each item. The derivation of these costs
figures, particularly the methodology employed, is an area of great
controversy within the financial aid community. A financial aid officer
must seek a balance between the realities of student circumstance, local
market cc‘ditions, student desires and needs, and the usefulnass of the
resulting budget as a base for developing the aid package. Moreover,
while it is true that every institution establishes some sort of standard
student budget this does not necessarily mean that these schools adhere
strictly to them. For some institutions the standard budgets provide a
base from which to build realistic expense budgets, reflective of the
life circumstances of individual students. In other cases, schools set
out strict parametars within which adjustments to the budget may be
applied.

4/20 usc 1070b.




Measuring Student Costs

Just as one would shop around for an automobile, a house, or a
doctor's services, so too do families compare costs of attendance at
several institutions under consideration. In order to encourage
rational, informed chofces, accurately measured and reported student
expense bg gets need to be provided to potential students and their

families.

Alan Wagner's emphasis, above, on the need for "accurate" student
expense budgets is a theme that has been carried out in a number of
discussfons of budgeting practices. From these discussions have evolved
some differing approaches to preparing student budgets. Wagner groups
these approaches into three categories. “These are: (1) use of
secondary sources; (2) use of a student survey; (3} use of student
expense diaries.“gj

Secondary sources, which may include local 1iving cost breakdowns
compjled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Department of
Agriculture, or other local government agencies, may provide general keys
as to the overall anticipated cost of living in a given locale. Many
schools also rely on the publications provided by the American College
Testing Program {(ACT) and the College Scholarship Service {CSS} which
estimate the costs of attendance.

The Midwest Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators
Invitational Student Expense Budget Conference concluded that schools
would be best-advised to utilize a number of data-gathering techniques in
order to arrive at the most accurate budget totals. Specific
recommendations included the conduct of a survey of student estimated
expenses in order to get a handle on students' perceptions of their own
cost of living. An even more exacting practice is to require students to
maintain "student expense diaries." These diaries can provide a more
detailed picture of actual student expenditures. The conference

5/A1an Wagner, Cutting the Coat to Fit the Cloth: Student Expense
Budgets, {Washington, 0.C.t < llege tntrance txamination Board, 1976),

p. 8

8/Ibid., p. 22.
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attendees caution, however, that the implementation of sophisticated
techniques for expense data-gathering can be a costly and time-consuming
project for the individual institution. No matter which method is
chosen, schools must also recognize their responsibility to update the
data before the start of each new academic year to reflect current
economic trends.

Wagner reminds his readers of the true scobe of the debate
surrounding the method of preparing student expense'budget: "It is
important to keep in mind that the real issue here is that these
different methods (of obtaining cost data) can lead to different cost
estimates for the same item."Z’ This will be worth bearing in mind

when considering the extent of the variance in the budg2t information
provided by the institutions.

Budgeting Ethics and Equity

As will be seen in the results portion of this section, there exists
a high degree of variation in the total budgets which institutiens
establish. This raises a number of issues concerning their utility. Are
schools developing these budgets purely as a measure of student cost or
are there other possible rationales for.a particuiar mode of budget
preparation? This issue is specifically addressed in the final report of
the joint "Midwest Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators
(MASFAA) /USOE Invitational Student Expense Budget Conference" held in
April of 1976, In a section which considers the use of standardized
student expense budgets, the authors warn:

.»+ the process of budget construction may easily be used for

purposes which do not serve the needs of students. For example,

student budgets should not be established fer manipulation or

inconsistent purposes, such as rationing of funds, justifying large

fund requests, showing that the full need of students has been met,
or recruiting students by publishering misleading institutional

costs. Rather, the aims of expense budgets should be to measure

2/agner, ibid., p. 22.




educational costs accurately, to serve as devices for administering

aid efficiently and responsibly, and to insure basic equity among

members of a defined group.8/
This report goes on to further address the question of equity in budget
preparation. Their basic conclusion is that a system which allows for
such a wide range of approaches to budget preparation leads, in turn, to
broad variance in the actual budgets which are assigned to students.
Moreover, under such an unbridled system, students cannot be guaranteed
that they will receive equitable treatment no matter which postsecondary
institution they choose to attend. As has been noted previously, the
assigned budget is an integral factor in the determination of a student's
“need" and, therefore, the amount of financfal assistance that student
may potentially receive.

In addition to consistency of treatment, there is another facet to
the issue of equitable budgeting nractices--that budgets should
accurately reflect the costs which a student will be expected to bear
during the academic year. The National Association of College and
University Business Officers (NACUBO), in its publication, The Management
of Student Financia) Aid, stresses the point that “reasonable budgets are
needed to calculate an accurate need figure for the student.“gj The
comparison of calculated student expense budgets with the “actual"
expenses incurred by students i3 a complex area of study. As can be
deduced from the previous discussion of the methods used to determine
specific cost items, there is no single, unimpeachable source which can
provide the basis for such a comparison. Thus, the limited scope of this
study will not permit it to pass judgment on the “reasonableness” of the
specific cost items which comprise student budgets.

8/Midwest Association of Student Financial Afd Officers/United States_
Office of Education. Invitational Student-Budget Conference: WKorking
Papers, (Washington, 0.C.: MASFAA/USOE, 1976), p. 5.

3/National Association of Co]lege and University Business Offices, The

Management of Student Aid (WACUBO: washington, 0.C., 1979), p. 3T."
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The use of the terminology to describe some of the phenomena
assocfated with budgeting issues has been another topic of discussion.
NASFAA has this to offer on the term "reasonable®:

As this discussion proceeds, it may become necessary to employ
different words to connote the same meaning. This need arises,
in part, out of the uses of the word "moderate" and the phrase
"modest but adequate," which are not interchangeable even
though they sound similar. Webster's New World Dictionary and
Student Handbook provides for a choice of definitions which
include the following: moderate ... reasonable or ordinary ...
modest ... simple or reasonable ... not extreme ... The common
demominator of these definitions is reasonable.lQ/

Standard Budgets Adopted b} Institutions

The figures contained in Table 4.B.1 are the average hudgét figures
which institutions have established for three types of students. This
table shows that 2-year public institutions and 4-year private
institutions are the lowest cost schools and highest cost schools,
respectively, for all three budget classifications. Furthermore, this
table indicates that, by and large, institutions tend to be most frugal
in their udgeting of students who depend upon their parents for support
and housing and least frugal in their budgeting of students who live
off-campus_but apart from their parents.

Table 4.B.2 indicates that for the student living at home with his or
her parents, the differences in student budgets across types of
institutions are due to differences in the tuitifon and fees charged by
the types of institutions. However, Table 4.B.2 leaves unanswered two
questions. First, are there significant differences in the 1iving cost
components of budgets for students who do not 1ive at home with their
parents across insitution types? Second, within each institution type
are there significant differences in the living cost components across
iving arrangements?

Table 4.B.3 reveals that 4-year public institutions assign less for
room and board expenses for students who live at home with their parents
than proprietary schools do. This table also shows that 4-year schools

10/naskaA, ibid., p. VI.4.
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TABLE 4.8.1: STUDENT BUBGET TOTALS FOR THREE STANDARD BUDGE‘{S, 8Y LEVEL AND
CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/

{nstitutional Level ind Control

Type of 4-Year t.Year 2-Year 2-rear
Sudget AL Bublic Privite Public Private Proprietary

fastc 2,3/ 3.520 (457) 2,317 {1485) 4,845 (1S3) 2.1« (79) 3,651 (32) 3977 (49)
On-Campus 1/ .55 (379)  3.085 {139) 5,008 (157) 1,578 (39) 3,066 {29) 2.418 {24}

0FCampus, 4,239 (49} 1.9 (152) 5,412 (15) 3,178 (79) 4,083 {2¢) 4,599 {46)
ot «Ith Pirents 3/

17 The oumber in parenthesis is the mumber of Institutions reporting.

2 3asic dudager: single. dependent. lives st home, full-time, nine months. state resident {if appilcable to
tuition); OnCampus: same a5 basic budget excent that student iives (n on-campus housing; OFf-Lamgus, not with
pirents:  same 35 basic budget sxcapt that Student lives off-campus and does not live -«ith parents.

3/ dasic

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio Yoo 2-vesr 2-Year
Yariation Square {Prodadility} Privite fublic Private Proprietary

Tiiween 110,767,378 112,62 t-Tear Feltl. 10 Fe33.25 Fe70.13
Groups pPubiic

#thin 983.579.8 {0.00) J.Year Fe261.78 Fe25.82 Feid 98
sroups Private

Total . 2-Ymar Fe3d 16 F=67.18
Pubiie

4/ On-Camus

Stures of 0.r. Moy F Racto d-Toar LoTear 2-Tesr
‘fariation Square {Prodbabiltty) Private Publie Private rooristary

Jetween 128,301,904 99.12 taYerr Fe213.00 F39.33 Fel6.55
Groups Pubtlic

Within 157 1,294,459 {0.00) d.Year Fa251.97 #+17.60
Groups Private

Total k| 2-Tear Fe$1.49
publie

2-Tasr
Private

3/ off-Camus. Yot with Parenms

Source of 0.r. Mean F Ratio d.Tear LeVoar
Yiristion Seuare {Probabiiity} frivate Private Sropriecory

103.674 348 5i.73 deTasr Fe191.19 F+29.83
public

413 1.679,429 {0.00} d-Year Fel85.33 721,74 Fel2.20
Prt vate b

y X .
41 3.,:??: 1 02 Fo 2.3t Fe18.0%
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TABLE 4.8.2: BASIC STUDENT 3UDGETS (N DOLLARS), 8Y LEVEL AND CONTROL OF
INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1973-701/

Institutional Leve) and Control

Basfc
dudget 2-Yeaar 4-Year 2-Yaar 2-Year .
Components ALL Pubiic Private Publiz Private Propristary

Tuition and Fess 1,548 (550) 586 (162) 2,791 (192) 408 {89) 1,811 {39} 1,672 {68)
(For restdents) 2/

Room and Soard 3/ M3 (a88) 207 (146) 388 (154} 956 (81) 927 {33) 1,052 (52)
Transporeation 4/ 357 (466) 382 (146} 360 {154) 447 (a1) 333 (33) 265 (52)
ALY Other 636 {466} 636 {146) 640 {154) 520 {8l) €30 {23) 6548 {52)
3udget Tota) §/ 3.521 (457) 2,517 {145) 4,645 {153) 2,414 (78) 3,661 (32) 3,977 (49)

fon-Resi dent 851 {231) 1,044 {154) a3 (3) 121 (712) ns (2) -
Tuition Surcharge 6/

L7 The nomber of institutions reporting is given in parenthesis, BSudget components wiil not sum exactly to budget
totats due to rounding and missing data,

M

2/ Tuition and Fess

Source of D.F. Mean F Ratie 4.Year Z-Year 2-Yaar
Yarjation $qQuare {Probability) Private fublic Private Proprietary

datwesn 4 133,217,888 222,18 s-Year Fr$39,41 Fz66.11 F«70,81
Sroups Public

within 537 . 599,500 {5.00) 4-Year Fa28.54 Fa49,26
Groups Private

Totad 541 2-vear F289,07 F295,34
Public

3/ Room and 3oard

Source of D.F. Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Yeur
tariation Square {Probabitity} Private Public Propristary

LY

Betwaen 544,228.94 .72 4-Year F28,65
Groups Public .

Within 155 237,270.62 {0.03)
Groups

Total 459




TALE 4,3.2 COMTINUED

4/ Transoortatton

Souree of D.F.. Htean F Ratio s-Year 2-tepr 2-Tamr
Tardation Sguare {#robabi1tty} Private Pubife frivate fropristary

e
Betwesn 4 286,888.31 3,26 4=1ear . - - Fe 9,33
Grougs Pubiie

Wthin 48§ 50.847.29 {0.09) doVear
Groupt rivate

Fe7.29 -

Total oYear
Pubtie

§/ Sudget Totad

Source of 0.F., . Mean . F Ratto 4-1asr -tem 2.vear
Yariation . Square {probabiiityl

Private Public Arivate froprietary

Jetwesn 4 110,767,378 112.82 d-Taor
Groues Pubide

#ithin 46 983,580 {O.W] f=Yo3r
Grovos Private

F=141.10 - Fe33.28 F+70.23

F»261.78 Fe25.32 Frld, G4

Total 450

Z-tear Fela.48 Fe67.78
ubiic

8/ Mon.Aesident Tuitfon Surcharge

Source of 0.7, Mean F Ratto LY

2-Tem 2-Year
fariaeton Squire {Probabitity) ?rivate

publie Private

Setwenn 3 1,419,490 7.0%
Groyos

d-Yezr . Fe2d,15 -

#ithin
Groups

Total

22§ 201,288

228




TABLE 4.3.3:

LIVING COSTS 8Y STUDENT TYPE, BY
INSTITUTION:

L
7

E
ACAQEMIC YEAR 1973-79%/

EVEL AND CONTROL OF

Institutional Level and Control

Sidget 4-Year d-Year 2-Year 2-Year

Lomponent ALt Public Private Public Private Proprietary
Room and 3oard:
Living at Heme 941 (466) 807 (146) 888 (154) 956 (81) 927 (33) 1052 (52)
With Parents 2/
Living On-Campus 3/ 1,162 {197)  1.462 {140) 1,565 {158) 13 (37 1.297 {26} 414 (26}
Living Off-Campus, 1,683 {459} 1,640 (154) 1,713 (155) 1.785 (76) 1,296 (25) 1.677 {49)
Mot with Parents
Transgortion
and Uther Gosts:
Living at Home 293 {466) 1,009 (146) 1.000 (154) 1.066 {81) 962 {33} 912 (52)
#ith Parents
Living On-Campus 3/ 658 (387) 884 140) 858 (1s8) 455 (37} 314 (26) 363 (26)
Living OFf-Campus, 995 (459) 1,016 {154) 1,005 (155} 1,086 {76) 1,051 {25) 881 {49)

Mot with Parents

1/ The mmber of institytions reporting is given in parenthesis.
arrangements are for state residents only.

2/ Room and 8oard. Living at Home with Parents

Furthermore, the budget components and 1iving

Source of 0.F. Mean £ Ratio de¥our 2-Year 2-Year

Yariation Square . (Prodability) Private Public Private Proprietary
getween 4 644,220,904 2.n d.year - - . F*8.65
Sroups Public

dithin
Geoups

455

Fotai 459

237,270.62




TABLE 4.8.3 CONTINUED

3/ Room and Board, Living On-Campus

Source of 0.5, Mean f Ratio 4-Toar Z-Year Z-Year
Yariation Square (Prabability) Private pubife Private Proprietary

Between 4 10.583.123 43.06 d-Year F=54.76 Fe84.95 -
Groups public

Within 375 245.050 {0.00) 4-Year £279.04 £=104.50
Groups Private

Total 79 . 2-Vear fr18.26
pubiic

Z-Year
Private

I/ Transportation and Other Costs, Living On-Campus

Source of 0.f. Mean f Ratio 4-Year 2-Tamr 2-Yeur
Yariation Square (probabiitty) Private Pubife Private proprietary

Between 2.529,161 13.17 4w Year F=26.70 F=26.77
Groups Publtic

Within 375 192.081 {0.00) 4~ Year F=24.22 fF=24,62
Groups Private

Total 379 2-Tear
- Public

2-Yeoar
Private




and 2-year private institutions budget larger room and board allowances
than do proprietary and 2-year public schools. It should be noted that
the costs assigned for on-campus ronm and board are out of the control of
the local aid officer. These are' fixed costs, set by the institutional
housing administrators and are not subject to the discretion of the aid
officer. On-campus housing and food expense levels are similar to
tuition and fee costs in that they are predetermined by institutional
jgoverning authorities. Additionally, a relatively small number of 2-year
and proprietary institutions maintain dormitory facilities for their
students, and those that do often offer only a limited number of Spaces
and reserve these for the most needy students; thus their costs may be
artificially low.

Table 4.B.3 shows that the pattern of significant differences between
institution types for costs assigned to room and board expenses for
students living on-campus also applies to the amount that aid officers
budget for transportation costs and other expenses for this same category
of students.

Table 4.B.4 addresses the question of differences of living cost

. components across living arrangements, given an institution type. Note
that in constructing this table, the sample is restricted {o schools
providing information on all three 1iving arrangements, Therefore, there

is no possibility of a bias being introduced by the presence of
nonrespondents.

Table 4,B.4 indicates that with the exception of 2.year public
institutions, aid offices budget less for room and board for students
Tiving at home with their parents than for students living on-campus. In
addition, only 2-year private schools do not budget significantly more
money for room and board for students 1iving off-campus on their own than
- for students 1iving at home with their parents. Finally, 4-year public,
2-year public, and proprietary institutions provide significantly higher
room and board allowances for students living off-campus apart from their
parents than for students living on-campus.

4.F“_?







TABLE 4.3.4

CONTTi.UED

4-Year drivate

Living
On-Canpus

Living Off-Campus,
Not with Parents

Living at Home
With parents

te -13.52

tr -11.76

2-Year Public

Living
On-Campus

Living Off-Canpus,
Not with Parents

Living at Home
With parents

Living On-
Campus

tr -4.66

te 23,62

Z-1ear Arivate

Living
On=Campus

Living Off -Campus,

Mot with Parents

Living at Home
With Parents

ts -2.18

Proprietary

On=Campys

Living 0ff-Campus,
Not with Parents

Living at Home
With Parents

Living On-
Campus

t= -2.80-

te 23,96

3/ Transportation ang Other Costs:

Significant Jifferences at the 5 vorcent ievei,

At Schoois

Living
OnCamus

Living Off<Campus,
Kot with Parents

Living at Home
With Parents

Living On.
Campus

tr 5,04




TABLE 4.B.4

CONTINUED

é=Year public

Living
On-Compus

Living Off-Campus,
Hot with Parents

Living at Home
With Parents

Living On-
Canpus

t= §,52

d-Year private

Living OFf-Campus,
ot with parents

Living at Home
With parents

Living On-
€ #mpus

2-Year Public

Living
Gn-Campus

Living Off-Campus,
Not with Paremts

L iving -at Home
With parents

Living On-
Campus

t = 5.86




These significant differences in room and board allowances across
types of 1iving arrangements could lead the student, and his or her
parents, to conclude that moving out of one's parents' home is quite a
desirable option since it appears that the institution will provide
financial aid to meet all of these costs, while they have placed a strict
1imit on the costs associated with mai* aining that student at home.llf
Aid officers may ba tatiay th2 vizw that the actual costs to the parent
Womgiagaioing 3z 210D v @ g or she attends a postsecondary school are
limited, and not all that much above the costs which would nermaily be
incurred by that family. For example, it is a contention that charges
for rent, mortgage, utilities, or household support may not vary at all,

or differ only slightly, due to the presence at home of one child.

Table 4.B.4 aléo indicates that with the exception of 2.year private
institutions, all nonproprietary schools budget less money for
transportation and other costs for a student living on-campus than for a
student living off-campus, regardliess of whether or not the latter lives
with his or her parents. This indicates that aid officers are willing to
take into account the cost of commuting to school if one lives
of f-campus. One suspects that in this era of rapidly rising gasoline
prices, trensportation costs will become an ever larger portion of the
cost of education for off-campus students. It will be up to local aid
office(r)s to monitor and react to such circumstances.

A more simpiified approach to viewing the components of each budget
is to examine the proportion of a budget which is comprisaed of living
costs. Table 4.B.5 presents these percentages, including both state and
out-of -state residents. These figures represent the parcentage of "the
student's total cost which iS spent on his or her personal support. The
remaining percentage is returned directly to the institutions in the form
of tuition and fees. Thus, it appears that students at 4-year private
schools, regardless of how they are financing their education, are able
to utilize a significantly smaller percentage of their aid for living

ll/This, of course, assumes that the school will package aid to meet
the full cost--an issue which will be addressed in Chapter S,



TABLE 4.B.5: LIVIﬁG COSTS AS A PERCENT OF BUDGET, BY LEYEL AND CONTROL OF
INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-791/

Institutfone]l Lavel and Contral

Type of 4-Year 2~tear 2-tear
Audgat , Private Pubiiie privite Proprietiry

-

State Rasident:

Baste 3/ 50.6 (479) al.4 (153) 5.8 (32) s2.2 (49
onCampus Iy . 48.4 (379} 48.3 {157) 53.1 (28) 17.3 (24
0Ff Lamous, 4/ §5.4 (449) . 50.3 {is4) . 5§.7 (20 35.5 (48}

Qut-of -State
nesigent:
3aste §/ N/A 43.8 {107) A

On-Camous 5/ /A 5.1 (1) N/A

Arf-Campus 7/ VA 6.1 (142) H/A
— ———________———
L/ The number of instituticns reporting is given in parenthesis.

2/ 3tate Resident, dasic

Source of  O.F. Msan - F qatio 4-Year 2.7 ear 2-fmar
‘rartation Sauare {Probatility} Privats Publie Privace Propr fetary

Begween 4 31.451.19 187,22 4-Year F*452.09 F= 29,89 F* 58.23 Fe86.71
Groyos Publte

Within 48 157.9 {0.00) d=Yesr Fe583.12 Fe 23.65 f» 23.01
Sroups private

rotal 850 ) 2-Yerr F.115.46 Fol57.75
pubHe

3/ State Resident, On-Campus

Source of 0.F,  Mem F Ratio a-Yeur 2+Year 2-Year
Variation Squere (Probabfiity} Private Publie Private Propristary

getween 23,295.66 51.97 d-Yedr  Fel189.92  Fe57.S7  Fe3luds F*170.89
Growps Public

Within 167 42,12 {0.00} 4-Year Fe 48.17
Groups Private

Totai m 2-Yesr Fe 35,38
. Pulelie

2+Year
Private F» 40,38




TABLE 4.8.5 CONTINUED

4/ State Resident, OFF-Campus

Source of D.F. Mean F Ratio 1-Year 2-faar 2-Year
Variation SqQuare {Probahillty} Private Public Private Proprietary

Between 24 ,255.10 5,1 1.y = ; £237 .09 £2830 21
Groups Pupiic

Within 227,32 {0.00} d-Yeap’ F2257.86
G roups Private

Total Z2-Year Fe62.90 F297.16
Public

S/ Cut-of -State Resident, Basic

Source of D.F. Mean F Ratfo
Yarfation Square (Probability}

Jetwasn 2.688.07 7.4l
Groups

Within 159 2.2 (0.01)
Grouns

Total 150

6/ Jut-of-State Resident, On-Campys

Source of 0.F.  Heaw F Ratio
variation Square (Probability}

Batween 1 5.312.89 17.83
Groups

dithin 156 354.03 {0.00)
Groups

Total 157

7/ Out-of -State Resident, Off-Campus

Source of D.F. Hezn F Ratio
Yarfation >quare {Prohabilfty)

Jetween 1,881.15 9,70
G rowps

dithin 01 191.83 {0.00}
Groups

Total 02

Q
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expenses than their counterparts at public institutions. The high cost
of tuition at privately controlled institutions results in their receipt
of a larger portion of the aid awarded to students and, in turn, makes it
inevitable that these schools will receive a disproportionate share of
the total appropriation of financial aid doliars. 12/

Adjustments to Standard Budgets

Married Students with Dependents

In response to an inquiry as to how they treat the budgets of married
students with dependents, slightly under 65 percent of all institutions
responded that they made additions to the standard budget totai.

However, this percentage was not uniform across institution %ypes.
Significantly higher percentages of 2-year private (53.6 percent) and
proprietary (63.3 percent) institutions responded that they did not make
budget adjustments for married students with chiidren than d.d 4-year
public (8.5 percent), 4-year private (31.1 percent) and 2-year public
{18.2 percent) institutions. Table 4.8.6 examines the dollar adjustments
which schools make to allow for the support of one dependent.

Note, that for most institution types the largest oercentage of
dollar adjustments falls in the range between $700 and $850. It is
probably not a matter of coincidence that the standard Federal Internal
Revenue Service deduction for additional dependents for the 1977 tax year
($750) also falls in this range.

Married Students with a Student Spouse

Slightly over 60 percent of all participating institutions do not
make budget adjustments for students with a student spouse. However, as
in the case of married students with children, there are significant
differences in this percentage across institution types. A significantly

12/appiied Management Sciences, Study of Program Management Procedures
in the Campus Based and Basic Grant Programs. Final Report,
Volume II, (Silver Spring, MD., May 1980), pp. 5.12.5.14.
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TABLE 4.8.6:

AND. CONTROL OF INSTITUTION:

PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS EMPLOYING SPECIFIC BUDGET
ADJUSTMENTS FOR MARRIED STUDENTS WITH CHILODREN, BY LEVEL
ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-791/

adjustment
(Amunt
per Child)

Inst ftutfonal Level and Control

4-Year
Public

2-Year
Puplic

4-Year
Private

2-Year
Private

Praprietary

502/
$1-499
$500-699
$700-349 3/
$800-999

310000'102‘9
$1.250 and QOver 5.8 5.7

8.5
6.3
14.9
3.9
8.9

3.1 18.2
6.7 6.3
8.4 10.7

15.8 29.9
8.3 10.8

19.0 19.5

10.6 4.7

§3.6
0.0
3.2

18.9
2.8

18.32
3.2

63.3
5.2
5.9
13.9
0.9
8.4

Institutions

Reporting

509 159

163 86

R

17 Colymn sums may not etual to 100 perc;ét due to rounding.

2w

Source of
¥Yariation

F Ratio
{Probabiifty)

0.F. Mean
Square

2-Year
Public

2-Year
Private

Proprietary

Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

4.27 25.61

0.17 {0.00)

4-Year
Public

4.Year
Private

2-Year
Pub He

Fe32.%6

Fe 7.97

Fel7.48

F=81.93

F=28.21

F=44.65

3/ $700-849

Source of
¥Yariation

0.F. Mean

F ratio

Square {Probability)

2-Year
Public

4-Year
Private

2-Year
Private

Proprietary

Batween
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

6.64

d-Year F=19.96

Public

Fe13.53




TABLE 4.2.7: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS SMPLOYING SPECIFIC SUDGET
ADJUSTMENTS FOR MARRIED STUDENTS WITH A STUDENT SPOUSE, i‘!
LEVEL ANO CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-791/

_—_—————  _— _______ —  —— /— ———— ——
Institutional Level and Control

4-Year Z-Year 2-Year
Adjustment Private Pubtic Private Proprietary

0 2/ %.0 37.0 77.2 88.6
$1-499 ) 2.2 5.9 0.0 2.4
$500-699 I/ 1.0 1.1 6.7 0.0 0.0
$700-849 8/ 2.6 9.6 1.3 3.3 0.0
$800-999 5/ 2.2 0.0 5.7 0.0 0.0
$1,000-1, 209 a5 a8 5.3 13 0.0
$1.250 and Over 5/ 2.8 1.9 .9 X 16.2 9.0

Enst ftutions 445 136 k] | 62
Reporting

— __ _________ _ ____  — | — - _——
1/ Column sums may not =aual 100 psrcent due to reunding.

2%

Source of Hean F astio d.Year 2-Ymar Z-Year
variation Souare {Probability) Private Public Private froorietary

-

Setween 219 149,99 Lu¥agr Fel6.58 Fel2.51 F*56.99
Growps - Pubiic

dithin Q0,22 {0.00) 4-Taar Fe20.17
Grovps Private

Totai Z-Yer Fel6.49 Fe40.40
Public

3/ $500-69¢

Source of . Mean F Ratio 4=Yaar Z2-Year Z=To2r
Variation Square {Provabifity) Private Pubiic Private ProbPrietary

Setwaen 0.15 rel 2.Tep £+10.25 Fel.79
Sroups Public

Within 0.04 0.00
Groups

Total




TABLE 4.8.7 CONTINUED

4/ $700-849

Source of
Variation

F Ratio
{Probabitity}

4-Year 2-Year
Private Pubtic

2-Year
Private

Praprietary

Jetween
Grovps

Within
Groups

Total

5.22

{0.00)

F+17.18

F+11.10

5/ $800-999

Source of 6.7.

Yariation

F Ratio
{Probability)

4-Year 2-Year
Private Public

2-Year
Private

Praprietary

Between
Groyps

Within
Groups

Total

3.61

(6.0}

Fe 9 48

67 31,250 and Over

Source of n.F. Mean F Ratio
Yariation Sauare {Probability}

4-Year 2-Year
Private Public

2-Year
Private

Proprietary

Between 0.9 4.55
Groups

Within 0.20 {0.00)
Grouws

Totat

4-Year
Pubiic

d-Year
Private

F=12.47

Fe13.62




higher percentage of proprietary scnools (88.5 percent) do not make
adjustments for students with a student spouse than the percentages of
4-year public (33.3 percent), 4-year private {56.0 percent), and 2-year
public (37.0 percent) institutions. In addition, the percentages of
private institutions which do not make adjustments to the budgets of a
student with a husband or wife who is also a student are significantiy
higher than the percentages of public institutions not making such
adjustments. Similarly, the percentages of 4-year pubiic (33.9 percent)
and 4-year private (34.9 percent) schools which make budget adjustments
of $1,250 or more for these types of students is sfgnificantly higher
than the percentage of proprietary institutions (9.0 percent) which make
adjustments of simflar dollar magnitudes for students with a student
spousa.

Other Budget Adjustments

One of the sub-groups which comprises the nontraditional student
population is the "part-time” student. Part-time students are rapidly
becoming the most significant minority, and, in many cases, the majority
of the student bodies, at a growing number of institutions.- The Federal
government maintains no hard and fast definition for part-time status.
Each institution is virtually free to establish its own regulations
regarding part-time status. Norma11y,‘schoo1s astablish a required
number of credits per semester (e.g., 12 or 15) for students to qualify
as full-time. Students who take less than these requirements are
considered to be part-time. The government has established a course lcad
floor, below which it will not recognize students as being eligible for
afd--"half-time or more." At a school which requires a student to take a
minimum of twelve credits to be considered full-time, for example, a

student would have to take six credits or more in order to be considered
eligible for aid.

The majority of institutions surveyed take into account the special
circumstances of part-time students in the assignment of budget totais.
Furthermore, 61.8 percent of the financial aid office(r)s prorate the
budget in accordance with the course load carried by the student.




TABLE 4.8.8: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS WHICH MAKE BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS FOR
THE FOLLOWING, BY LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION:
ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-791/

Institutional Level and Control

4-Year §-Year Z«Year 2-tYear
Adfustmant ALL Public Private pPublic Private Proprietary

part-time Students:
o Hot Adjust 2/ 26.7 (519} 20.8 (181 16.0 (173) 24.1 (86) 18.3 (37} 42.} (97}

Prorated

Adjustment 6.8 (519)  62.8 (161) 70.8 (178) 63.4 {86)  70.5 (37} 0.5 (S7)
#on-Prorated

Adjustment 1S (519)  16.4 (161} 13.2 (178) 1.9 (s6) 112 (37) 1.3 (57)

Higher Costs of
8ooks and Supplies
in Academic

Program 3/ 50.5 (530) 71.6 (161) 45.4 ()88) 72.3 (88) 2.2 (N 28.8 (56}

Special Academic

Program Costs

{e.g., Equipment,

Field Trips) 4/ 42.6 {537) s7.7 (162} 48.1 (i89) 56.0 (88) 3 (39) 21.3 (s9)

Other Educationally

Related Expenses

{e.g., Higher

Comhuting Costs) 5/ 52.5 (543) 67.1 {162) 59.6 (190) 60.6 (g8) 46.5 {39 3.9 (64}

Other Sxpenses
{e.9., Health
Care, Child

Care} 6/ 59.6 (548) 7?.2.{163} $9.6 (194) 73.5 (88) 50.1 (38) 43.1 (695)

1/ The number of institutions reporting 5 given in parenthesis.
2/ Do Hot Adfust

Source of 0.f. Mean F Ratio 4-Ycar 2-Year 2-Year

Yariation Square {Probabitity} Private Public Private Proprietary
Between 4 0.52 .22 4-Year - - - F=11.01
Grougs Public

Within 514 0.16 {0.01} 4-¥aar - - F=17.03
Groups Private

Total 518

3/ Higher Costs of 8ooks and Supplies in an Academic Program

Source of 0.F. Mean f Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
¥ariation SQuare {Probabillty) Private Pubifig Private Proprietary

Setween 4 1.8 15.86 d-Year F=26.46 - F=20.58 £=31.25
Groups Public

Within §19 _  0.22 (0.00) a-Year £=19.44 . .
Groups ’ Private

Total 2«Year

Public

Fri8.78

.29 ]1g



TABLE 4.B.8 CONTINUED

4/ Spectal Academic Program Costs

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio 4.¥ ear 2yer 2-Year

Variation Square {Probability) frivate fublic frivate froprietary

Between L] 1.76 7.5 {Yeor - . Fe 9,16 F=22.35

Groups Public

Within 526 .24 {0.00) 4.Year - . Fel2.55

Grougs Private

Total 5% 2«Yerr - Fe16.83
fublic

5/ Other Educationally Related Expenses

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio
variation Square (Probability)

4.Year
Private

2«Year
fublic

Z-Year
frivate

froprietary

H

Between 1.83 8.42
Groups

Within . {0.00}
Groups

Total 540

4-Year
Public

4-Year
frivate

2-Year
Public

Fe19.06

F=11.70

Fe 9,99

6/ Qther Expenses

Source of 8.F. Mean F Ratio
variation Square {Probabili ty}

4-Year
Pfrivate

Z-Year
fublic

2«Year
frivate

froprietary

Between 1.83 8.42
Groups

Within . . {0.00)
Grouns

Total

a-~year
fublic

2-Year
Public

F=i2,57

Fel0.41

Fe23.16

F=15.06




Institutions which prorate part-time student budgets are, in a sense,
equating the level of support which they should be required to provide
the student with the level of commitment which that student has been able
to make to his or her education. Schools which allow part-time students
to be budgeted for the full cost of their education are not making a
distinction between members of the student popuiation on the basis of
full-time versus part-time student status and are recognizing that
part-time students still have full-time living expenses.

Many aid offices indicated that there are a number of student-related
expenses which will prompt them to adjust standard student budgets.
Significantly higher percentages of 4-year public (71.6 percent) and
2-year public (72.3 percent) institutions adjust budgets for the higher
costs of books and supplies for specific academic programs than do 4-year
private (45.4 percent), 2-year private {32.2 percent) and proprietary
(28.8 percent) schools. A significantly lower percentage of proprietary
institutions (21.3 percent) adjust a student's budget for special
academic program costs than do 4-year pubiic (57.7 percent), 4-year
private (48.1 percent) and 2-year public (56.0 percent) institutions.

The specialized programs offered by proprietary institutions, smaller
average size of private schools, and the already high totals budgets due
to the tuition costs at these schoolslgf may all act to preclude such
budget adjustments.

Significant1y higher percentages of the aid offices at 4-year public
(67.1 percent), 4-year private (59.6 percent), and 2-year public (60.6
percent) institutions adjust student.budgets for "other educationaily
related expenses," (e.qg., unusually high transportation costs, child
care), than do proprietary institutions (34.8 percent). Slightly less
than 60 percent of all schools adjust student budgets for other eKPeﬁSES
although the percentages of 4-year private (59.6 percent), 2-year private
(50.1 percent), and proprietary (43.1 percent) institutions which do so
is significantly lower than the percentage of 4-year public (77.2 percent)
schools, indicating that 4-year public institutions may be slightly more
responsive to the individual needs of students.

13/see Chapter 2, Table 2.8.1.




C. ESTIMATION OF THE FINANCIAL RESOURCES OF THE AID APPLICANT
Appiication for Aid

The determination of the student's expected total family contribution
is a process which has been subject to intensive review and revision by
the 4,5, Office of Education as well as by the financial aid community in
general. The student and/or his or her family begin the need analysis
process by compieting financial aid appiication forms. Individual
institutions may require students to complete any number or combination
~.of aia applications supplied by private need analysis services, BEOG,
states, foundations, other government agencies, or the institution
itself. The choice of forms that an institution requires aid applicants
to complete will largely be a function of the type of aid programs
offered by the school. For example, institutions which participate only
in the Basic Grant program will have no use for any applications other
than the BEOG form.

The Basic Grant Program has a unigue need analysis methodology.
Students applying for a Basic Grant must have the application processed

directly by the UY.S. Office of Education (USOE) and may apply by

completing a special Basic Grant Application Form. For the past few
years, USGE has been processing Basic Grant appiications from information
abstracted from financial aid forms submitted to the College Scholarship
Service {CSS), the American College Testing Program {ACT), and the
Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Administration. A student who
completes either the CSS Financial Aid Form (FAF) or ACT Family Financial
Statement (FFS)--the most commonly used forms--may, by checking the
appropriate box, automatically apply for a Basic Grant award. This is
known as the "Multiple Data Entry System."

Most institutions rely on the CSS/FAF or ACT/FFS to calculate student
eligibility for them. The FAF or FFS is returned to the school in the
form of a "need analysis report" (NAR). This report detaiils the
student's expected total family contribution and estimates his or her
eligibility for BEOG., Although both ACT and CSS operate roughly under




the same guidelines for need analysis, they employ different application
forms. Basic Grant eligibility is computed actording to strict Federal
regulation (see the Federal Register 7/26/79, Part V. Oepartment of
Health, Education and Welfare--45 CRF Part 190). Students receive a
Student Eligibility Report (SER) by mail directly from 8EOG. The SER
notifies the student of his or her status with respect to BEOG
eligibility. Eligible students then bring the SER to their school's
financial aid office, where an aid officer then sets the BEOG award level
accord ing to the USOE-published 8EOG payment schedule. This schedule
considers the student's cost of education, full- or part-time status,
Student Eligibility Index, and the half-cost limitation. The half-cost
limitation sets the maximum BEOG award at no more than one-half of the
student's total cost of attendance--the BEOG budget. The Student
Eligibility Index (SEI) is the calculated number, printed on the SER by
the USOE application processor, which identifies the degree of the
student's need, in accordance with the BEQG methodclogy. The student’s
Basic Grant award is jnversely related to the size of the student’s SEI.
A student with an SEI of zero (“0") is 2ligible for the maximum Basic
Grant award, while a student whose >cl is over 1,600 (for the 1378-79

academic year) is deemed ineligible to receive a BEOG;lﬂ/ The
budgeting procedure to be employed in calculating Basic Grant awards is
also specified by statute {see Section A of this chapter).

Family Contribution

For the financial aid officer, the key to judging the need of an
individual student, relative to other applicants for aid, is that
student's calculated Expected Family Contribution (EFC). In their
attempts to allocate a limited pool of finmancial aid resources, many
schools use the EFC as a means of ranking students with respect to
need--the lower the EFC, the needier the student is considered to be.

1 /por 1979-80, the maximum Basic Grant was raised from 31,600 to
$1,800. As such, students assigned SEIs ranging from zero to 1,800
were eligible to receive BEOG awards. For 1980-81 the maximum BEOG
award was reduced to $1,750. )




When schools receive the appropriate need analysis report, they are
given the opportunity to review the calculated EFC and adjust it as they
deem necessary (20 USC 107062(a)(2); 45 CRF 176.12(c), 186.12(f}). This

'may be done in cases where the financial aid officer believes that the
student is experiencing "unusual circumstances® (CSS, ACT, and a number
of other aid applications allow students to document such circumstances).
For students who file as dependents, the bulk of the EFC is generally
comprised of "parental cdntribution“ (PC) since their parents are, in
most cases, the prime sources of support. This portion of the EFC has
colloquially been referred to as the "parents' fair share" contribution
to a dependent's education. Thus, for students who file as dependents,

this adjustment is usually incorporated in the parental contribution (PC)
segment of the EFC.

Benchmar\ Figures

In order for a specific need analysis system to be considered as an
appropriate means for computing student eligibility for Campus Based
assistance it must conform to standards established by USOE. These
standards are contained in the "benchmark figures" published yearly in
the Federal Register by‘the Commissioner of Education. Benchmark figuras
are comprised of sample cases of student aid applicants and their
resulting expected family contributions. Need analysis systems which
seek USOE certification must calculate family contributions within $50 of
the USCE benchmarks in a majority of cases. In this manner, USCE
maintains consistency in need amalysis without assuming direct control of
the assessment of student eligibility for Campus Based funding.

"-ﬁeed iﬁgiisis Formuias

?he term "need analysis,® itself, reflects some oi the confusion
surrounding this process. As was outlined in the introduction to this
chapter, a calculation of the expected family contribution is only one
facet of the process of determining a student's level of need. Students,
financial aid officers, USOE, and the Congress have all, at one time or
another, expressed dissatisfaction with the computation formulas that
comprise the basis for arriving at expected family contribution levels.
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As part of the hearings on the Reauthorization of the Higher Education
Act held in May 1979, Constance White, Director of Undergraduate Financial
Aid at Yale University, offered the following thoughts on the issue of
adnerence to the calculated family contribution:

It must be realized that the contributions calculated by
the major financial aid services provide a consistent and
equitable calculation applied to information submitted on the
need analysis input documents. The resulting contributions
should be considered as reliable recommendations but only as
recomendations. They are a guide to judgment but not a
substitute for the review and appropriate adjustment by
knowledgeable financial aid administrators.

The information submitted to the financial aid services is
frequently supplemented by documents submitted directly to the
financial aid office. In addition, the aid administrator may
request clarification of the initial data submitted or a tax
return in support of the application. The need analysis system
serves a variety of institutions and agencies and provides
contribution figures on a wide range of students and their
families. Only through careful review by financial aid
administrators can the complexities faced by individual students
and their families be incorporated into the final contribution
Tigures. {Emphasis added.JI5/

Ms, White raised the concern that the financial information from which
the expected family contribution is derived may not always be pertinent
to the situation of every student in every possible circumstance. In the
case of independent students, it has been arqued by others that basing
the student's contribution on his or her income from the prior year is
not a valid means of assessing a student's ability to contribute while
enrolled in a postsecondary institution. At these same hearings,

Joel Packer, then the Legisiative Director of the United States Student .
Associat1oﬁ, explained to William Ford, Chajrman of the House of
Papresentatives' Education and Labor Subconmittee on Postsecondary
Education, that independent students who have "stopped out" of school and
worked full-time for a year or more are being asked to contribute

15/constance White, “Overview of the Need Analysis System and Uniform
Methodology," in the y,S, Congress, House, Committee on Education and
Labor. Hearings on the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act.
Washington, D.C., May 1979, Volume 3, p. 119.
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financially to their education and support based on earnings which they
will, most likely, not be able to duplicate while enrolled full-time in a
postsecondary institution. Mr. Packer and other student advocates asked,
at the time, that

+ + » the student aid officer in the institution be given

the ability to determine whether, in fact, the previous

year's earnings wai related to what the present year's

earnings would be .16/

Latter portions of this chapter outline the information which

institutions provided on the frequency of adjustments made to calculated
family and parental contributions.

Applications for Aid

The USOE is concerned with maintaining a certain level of consistent
practice and equitable treatment of students among the great number of
institutions which participate in the Federally sponsored aid programs.
One component of this effort has centered on the forms which students are
required to file when applying for aid. Currently, USOE, in cooperation
viith others in the financial aid comunity, is working towards adoption
of a "common form" in an attempt to further standardize the need analysis
process.

E

ACT and CSS have worked closely with USDE in this effort to develop a
common need analysis system. For the 1980-81 academic year, BEOG, ACT,
- and CSS are employing a simplified aid application form to remove some of
the mysteries of the app]icatioﬁ process. The ACT and CSS versions of
- the aid-application-will-also be more similar than in the past. -

Computing Eligibility

A student's financial condition will be subjected to several need
analyses depending on the types of aid for which he or she applies. USOE
prefers that eligibility for the Campus Based programs be computed in
accordance with a uniform methodology.

16/y.s, Congress, House Committee on Education and Labor, Hearings on
the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. Washington, 0.C.,
May 1979, Volume 4, p. 95.
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USOE has taken steps to standardize the need analysis procedures as
applied to the Campus Based programs. The establishment of a “uniform
methodo logy,"” by which privately operated need analysis services calculate
student need, was prompted by suggestions made by the Keppel panel and
others. 1In this manner, USOE has moved towards ensuring that students
receive equitable treatment in the assessment of their eligibility for
the Campus Based programs. The components of this assessment process
have also come under public scrutiny. A most common topic of discussion
has been the amount of the asset protection allowance. Whether a family
should be expected tc draw liquid resources from nonliquid assets (e.g.,
homes, farms, businesses, machinery) is a question being raised by many
aid officers, as wely as by aid applicants. USOE and the Congress are
seeking to strike a balance between the two sides by attempting to arrive
at a compromise contribution which can be expected to be borne by the
student and/o: his or her family. Another point of controversy has been
the treatment of independent students with regard to the calculation of
their need. Some institutions are wary of the legitimacy of some
students' claims to independent status and request the submission of
parental income data from these students as if they were dependents.
Others will request additional documentation of data reported by
independent students. At the other end of the spectrum, certain
institutions take special steps to adjust the contribution expected from
independent students, feeling that they are more prone to be placed in
-exceptional financial circumstances. Other facets of need assessment,
such as atlowances for other members of the family enrolled in

postsecondary institutions, consideration of -social security income as a
resource, and the percentage of nontaxable income used towards a
student's education, have been, and are currently being,_debated by
students, aid officers, and government officials.

Use of Need Analysis Systems

Although there are many need analysis systems, Table 4.C.1 clearly

indicates that institutions are most 1ikely to rely on one of three
services. These are Basic Grant, the College Scholarship Service; and




TABLE 4.C.1: PERCENT OF NEED ANALYSIS SYSTEMS IN USE, BY LEVEL AND
CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978791/

Institutiona) Level and Control

Need ’
Anaiysis §.vesr -Year 2-Yeur 2-Yasr
System Public Private Publiic Private Proprietary

College Scholare 81.0 91.8 9.8 80.2 3.9
ship Service 2/

American College . 42.9 §3.9 44.5 56.3
Testing Service 3/ * :

Basic Grant . 16.4 29.6 2.0
Appiiction &/

Other ' . 4.6 9.5 5.2 5.1

Institutions ' 212 250 12 55 104
Reporting

—_— e eem—— e

1/ Colu:ms will tota) more than 100 Percent due to the mmber of institutions which employ multiple peed analysis
services,

2/ College Scholarship Service

Source of D.F. Hean f Ratio ¢ 4-Yeur 2-Year
Variation 5quare (Probability) Private - Private Probrietary

Between 5.66 38,49 4-Yoar Fel.04 - Fe91.19
Groups Publit

Within 721 0.15 4-Yeoar F=146.93
Groups Private

total 75 Z-Year F=40,36
Public

2=Year F=45 53
Private

3/ American Coljege Testing Service

Source of D.F.  Mean F Ratfe 2-Year
Varistion Square {Probability) Private Private Proprietary

Between .01 13.00 4-Year F=28 .01
Groups Public

Hithin 721 0.23 {0.00) 4-Year Fad?.94
Groups Private

Total 2-Your F=20 .86
Public

c~Year F=27.18
Private




TASLE 4.C.1 CONTINUED

4/ Basic Grant Application

Source of D.F, Mean F Ratio
Vartation Square {Probability)

2-Year
Public

2-Year
Private

Propr fetary

Between 5.89 30.60
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

4-Year
Public

q-Year
Private

2-Year
Pubiic

F+9.86

F2d 26

F221.73

F215.03

F=100.01

Fr §9.89

Fr 39,41




the American College Testing Program. Furthermore, the number of
multiple responses indicates that many institutions will recognize need
analyses computed by more than one service.

Table 4.C.1 also elaborates on the distribution in use of these most
common ly employed need analysfs systems. A lower percentage of
proprietary {35.9 percent) institutions use the Coliege Scholarship
Service's financ fal aid services than do the other types of fnstitutions.
In addition, this same system is used at a lower percentage of 2-year
public (69.8 percent) institutions than it is at 4-year pubiic (81.0
percenrt) and 4-year private {91.8 percent) schools. The Americzn College
Testing Service's Family Financial Statement is utilized by 36.3 percent
of all schools, but again, a significantly lower percentage of
proprietary (13.9 percent) institutions use this system than do other
types of institutfons. A significantly higher percentage of proprietary
(70.3 percent} institutions rely upon the Basic Grant application and the

. Student Eligibility Report (SER) than do 4-year public (16.4 percent),
4-year private (29.6 percent) and 2-year pubiic (32.0 percent) schools.
This is due t0 the number of proprietary institutions which do not

participate in the Campus Based aid programs and, therefore, do not need

the more sophisticated computations provided by the private need analysis
services. The use of "other" need analysis systems is most common among

proprietary schools.

Adjusting the Expected Contribution

Table 4.C.2 presents data on the proportion of institutions which

adjust the parentai contribution portion of the calculated EFC. Of the ™~

institutions responding to this inguiry, aimost 90 oercent indicate that
they routinely adjust some portion of the calculated parental
contributions. However, significantly higher percentages of 2-year
private (27.0 percent) and proprietary (24.3 percent) schools state that
they do not adjust the calculated parental contributions than the
percentages of 4-year public (3.0 percent), 4-year private (4.3 percent),
and 2-year public (7.3 percent) institutions which do not adjust these
calculations.




TABLE 4.C.2: PERCENT OF ESTIMATEO PARENTAL CONTRIBUTIONS REQUIR ING
AQJUSTMENT, ?} LEVEL ANO CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACAQEMIC

YEAR 1678-79=.

Inst itutfona) Level and Control

4-Year 4-Year 2-Yeir 2=Year
AL Public Private Public Private Proprietary
Jra Mot Acjust 2/ 1.4 0 4. 7.3 27.0 4.3
I-5 %.5 29.9 3.3 '42.4 39.2 31.8
6-10 5.6 %.2 n».9 26.1 15.6 30.2
11-15 5.0 6.5 6.9 4.9 2.8 2.5
16-20 6.1 8.4 7.9 4.6 10.8 3.
2125 3.2 al 4.4 5.5 2.8 0.0,
26-3 2.3 3.8 1.9 2.4 0.0 ' 0.0
31 and Over 3/ 10.9 2.1 1.2 6.8 2.8 7.9
Enst ftutfons 535 166 189 88 37 5
Reporting
1/ Column sums may not equal 100 percent due to rounding. .
2/ 0id wot Adjust b
Source of D.F.. Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Yariastion Square {Probabi lity) Private Publie Private Proprietary
Between 4 0.82 12.33 d=Yedr - - F*26.09 F*24.84
Groups Public
Within 520 0.67 - {n.00) 4-Year - F*23.98 Fa22.62
Grouns Private
Total 524 2-Year Fe15.16 ‘pe13.26
foe - - - Public- - — e -
3/ 31 And Over
Source of D.F. Medn F Ratio 4-Year 2+Y ear 2-Year
Yariation Square {Probabi1fty) Private Public Private Proprietary
Between 4 0.42 L7 4.Year - F=8.93 Fe7.92 -
Groups Public
Within 520 0.11 {0.01})
Groups
Totai 530

‘1




TABLE 4.C.3: PERCENT DF INSTITUTIONS uSING SPECIFIED PROCEDURES FOR
ESTIMATING INCOMES OF INDEPENDENT (SELF-SUPPORTING)
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS, 8Y LEVEL AND CONTROL OF
INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79%/

Institutional Leve! and Control

Estimation 4-Year 2+Year 2-Year
Procedure Private Public Private Proprietary

Student's Income Is
Tredted as the
Family Income

Need is Calculated

On the Basis of

Parenta} Financial

Income 2. 2.9

Other 1.1

Institutions 53% 166 g4
Reporting

1/ Cotumn sums may not equal to 100 percent due to rounding.

2/ parents: Financial Income

Source of 0.F.  Mean F Ratio
Yariation Square {Probability)

Between . 2.62
Groups

Within
Groups

Total




Of the schools which do routinely adjust some portion of the
calculated parental contributions:

() 40.1 percent adjust less than five percent of calculated PCs;
69.0 percent adjust less than ten percent of calculated PCs; and
85.1 percent adjust less than twenty-five percent of calculated
PCs.

Estimation of Independent Students' Income

TabTe 4.C.3 indicates that aimost all (96.0 percent) institutions
treat an independent student's income as the family income. Furthermore,
there are no significant differences across institution types in the
percentage of institutions treating an independent student's income as
the family income.

D. VERIFICATION OF DATA REPORTED 8Y APPLICANTS

As the scope of Federal financial aid programs has grown over the
years, the U.S. Office of Education has become increasingly aware of the .
need to detect and correct program abuses. During the 1975-76 academic
year, USCE sponsored a validation study £o assess the extent of
misreporting on Basic Grant applications. In part, this effort was
designed to identify the extent of program abuses. The results indicated
that 18.5 percent of the Basic Grant applicants had incorrectly reported
income data. However, the majority of these inaccuracies resulted from
ignorance of the regulations or carelessness on the applicant’s part,
Only 1D to 20 percent of the errors were attributed to deliberats
mlsreport1ng 17/

With cooperation from USOE, private need analysis services, and
educational institutions, validation systems were developed to verify the

veracity of the financial information furnished by parents and students.
Diff erent methods of validation are used for both the Basic Grant and

Campus Based programs, and these are ocutlined in this section.

L7/applied Management Sciences. Validation of Student and Parent
Reported Data on the Basic Grant Application rorm. (otiiver Spring,
MD: January, 1977}




Validation of 8£0G Applications

There are three basic methods by which BEQG applicants are selected
for validation. They are as follows:

1) Institutional referrals: Questionable cases are referred to the

ngice of Education when an institution cannot resolve them
alone;

2) USOE referrals: Suspicious cases are identified for the Qffice
of Education by its processing contractor;

3) Preestablished criteria cases: Applications containig? data
that are indicative of misreporting are automatically flagged
for vaiidation. )

Table 4,D.1 presents the number of BEQG validations performed via each of
the above methods for the years 1975 through 1978. (These data were
compiled by Applied Management Sciences for an earlier study on BE0G
validations.)

TABLE 4.D.1: NUMBER C~ STUDENTS SELECTED FOR 8EOG VALIDATION VIA VARIOUS
SELECTION METHODS: ACADEMIC YEARS 1975-78

Academic Year

1975-76 1976-77 1977-78

Institutional Referrals . 710G 900 1,0001/
USOE/ACT Referraisd/ - - 1, 00/
Pre-Established Criteria 1,200 6,000 8,000

" Source: Applied Management Sciences. Validation of Student and Parent
Reported Data on the Basic Grant Application Form. (Silver
Spring, mD: July 1978), p. 12.

Yanticipated,

2/1ncluded with Institutional Referrals prior to 1977-78.




ANl three types‘of validation selection procedures result in sending
students and parents an initial Tetter identifying the data items for
which they must supply documentation. Such docume:tation may take the
form of Federal Income Tax Forms (1040 or 1040A), W-2 forms, or notarized
statements.

Institutional Yalidation Procedures

8E0G validations may also be performed by institutional aid offices.
Most institutional validation procedures involve source documentation of
the reported data. Tables 4.0.2 and 4.D.3 present data collected from
the institutions in this study, detailing the percentage of institutions
that utilize the most common validation practices.

The data presented in Tables 4.0.2 and 4.D.3 indicate that BEOG
validation is becoming a progressively more common as well as a more
detailed practice. Validations were performed at a higher rate during
the 1978-79 academic year as compared to that of 1977-78. The greatest
increases in the validation of specific items occurred in relation to
income sources (both taxable and nontaxable) and dependency status. In
practice, these are the factors which will potentially have the greatest
bearing on the resulting Student Eligibility Index (SEI).

As of the 1978-79 academic year 6.6 percent of the institutions
reported that they do not validate 8EDG applications. While this is a
" marked improvement over the 22.4 percent which did not validate for the

1977-78 period, it is still a rather high level of deviation from USGE
standards of practice._

If the validation of a student's application reveals the presence of
invalid data, various methods can be empioyed by institutions to correct
this information. As indicated in Tables 4.0.4 and 4.0.5 the most common
means used is the personal interview., 8y sitting down with the student
on a one-to-one basis, the aid officer can attempt to correct all
questionable data. This procedure can best ensure that the student's
8E0G award is processed without undue delay and that the aid office does
not inadvertently overaward the student. Some institutions rely on USOE

4.45

133




TABLE 4.0.2: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS USING SELECTED PROCEOURES TO
VALIDATE SEQG APPLICATION DATA, 8Y EVEL AND CONTROL OF
INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 '

Institutiopal Level ang Control

4-Yeor 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
AL Public Private Public Private Propristory

BEOG Applications
Are Hot Validated 2/ 22.4 12.5 17.2 2l.4 23.3 1.2

BEOG Applications
Are Validated 77.6 87.5 82.8 . 16.7 68.8

Institutions
Reporting 168 . n

Procedures Used
8y lastitutions
Which do Validate
BEDG Applications:
Compare BECG
App tications '
With Qther
Financial Aid
{nformst jon
Submitted By
Students 3

Docimentation

Such 85 IRS 1040

Form is Requested

From Studeats 64.7

Statements of
Non-Taxable

Income are

Requested from

Students 4/ 4.2

Documentation of
Dependency Sta5us
Is Requested 5 45.6

Use HEW Yalidation
handbook 1.4

School is on
- The Altemate. - - .
D isbursement
System 0.4 . . 0.0

Other 1.8 . 34

Institutions
Reporting 460 147 160 70

v Percentages reflect the multiple response potential of the question.

2/ ggoe Applicatfo;as are Mot Validated

Source of D.F. Mean F Ratio d-Yesr 2-Year Z2=-Year

Variation Square (Probability) Private Public Privste  Proprietary

Betwaen D.4a6 .n d-Year
Groups Public

Within + 548 0.1% (0.01}
6roups

Totsd 552

F+10.98




TABLE 4.D.2 CONTINUED

3/ Comparison of BEQG Applications with other Fimantial Aid Information

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Tear
variation Square (Probability) Private Public [ ivate  Proprietary

Betweer 0.6595 6.16 4-Year F222.90
Groups Public

Within 0.1071 {0.00} 4-Year F=l4,37
Groups Private

eYear F=jD.32
Public

2-Yemar F212.43
Private
Total 450

4/ Statements of Non-Taxable Income are Requested from Students

Source of D.F. Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year Z-Year
variation Square {Probability) Private Public Private Proprietary

Between 1.4 4,38 4-Year F=11.5
Groups . fublic

Within 445 0.24 4-Year
Groups Private

fotal 450

3/ Documentation of Dependency Status is Reguested from Students

Source of D.f.  Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Varfation Square {Probability) Privaste Public Private Proprietary

Between 1.41 5.88 4-Year F=15.at F=9.27 F212,87
Groups Public

Within 0.2
Groups

Totad




TABLE 4.D.3: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS USING SELECTED PROCEDURES TO VAL-
IDATE BEOG APPLICATION DATA, BY LEVEL AND CONTROL OF IN-
STITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-79 1/

Institutional Level afﬁ\g_ontrol

4-Year 4-vear 2-Year 2-Year
Pubtic Private PLstie Private Proprietary

BEOG Applications .
Are Not Validated 2/ 6.5 . . 2.8 9.8

BEOG Applications
Are Validated 93.4 . . . 87.5 50.2

Institutions
Reporting

Progedures Used
By Institutions
Which 0o validate
BEQG Applications:
Compare BEOG
Applications
With other
Financidl Aid
Information
Submitted b
Students 3

Oocumentition

Such as IRS 1040

Form is Requested

From Students 1.2

Statements of

HAon-Tax3ble

Income are

Requested from

Students 4/ 63.1 71.5 56,2
Docunentition of

{ependency Status
Is Requested 3/ 7.1 TE0- e 2.9 -

Use HEW validation
handbook .0 3.7 1.0

School is on
The Afternate
D isbursement
System ) « 5

Other 0.4

Enstitutions
Reporting 537 170 185 82

vV Percentages reflect the multwpie response potenti2l of the question.




TABLE 4.D.3 CONTINUED

2/ Be0G Application are ot Validated

Source of D.F.  Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Vear
Variation Square {Probability) Private Punlic Private  Proprietary

detween 0.20 4,65 F*9.62 F28.61
Groups

¥ithin (11 0.04 {0.00}
Groups

ratal 559

3/ Comparison of BEOG Applications with other Financial Aid Informatfon

Source of 0.F. MNean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year -
Variation Square {Probability) Private Pub Hic Proprietary

Between 0.98 7.28 a-Year F*18.01
Groups Public

Within - {0.00) 4-Year F24.54
Groups Private

rotal i 2-Year F214.8)
Private

LY Statements of Non-Taxable are Requested from Students

Source of 0.F. Mean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Varistion Square {Probabflity} Private Public Private Proprietary

Batween 0.56 2.45 4-Year F*8.99
Groups Public

Within 529 0.23 {0.04)
Groups

Fotal 533

3/ Documentation of Oependency Status is Requested From Students

Source of D.F. Nean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Variation Square {Probability} .= Private Pub ti¢ Private  Proprietary

Between 1.51 6.83 4-Year F*7.92 Fa8.5¢4 F224.33
Groups Public

Within 0.22 4-Year F2 8,64
Groups Private

Fatal

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




TARLE 4.D.4: PROCEDURES USED TO CORRECT INVALIO CATA ON BEOG APPLICATION,
BY LEVEL ANG CONTROL OF INSTITUTION: ACADEMIC YEAR 1978-

791/

Institutional Level and Control

4-Year 4-Year 2~Yaar 2-Year
Public Private Public Private pProprietary

imvalid Data on
REQ6 AppTications
Are Not Yorrected

Invalid Data on
8EQG Applications
Are Corrected

institutions
feporting

Procedures Used
8y institutions
Which Do validate

9E0G Applications:

Schedule Appointments-
With Students,

Assist Ther in
Correcting the

Data, and have

Them Re-5ign

Their SERs 2/

Refer to IS0E

After Giving

Students the

Opportunity to

Correct the Datz 3/ 24.7

Other Procedures
Are Used to Correct
Invalid BEOG Dats 4.9

[nstitutions
feporting S 187 172 80 13

y Column suws may exceed 100 percent due to0 the possibility of multiple responses.




TABLE 4.D.4 CONTINUED

2/ Schedule Appointments With Students

Source of
Variation

B.F. Mean
Square

F Ratio
{Probability)

8.1l

B.0

2.92

{0,02)

3/ pefer to USCE

Source of
Variation

B.F. Mean
Square

F Ratio
(I'robability)

deYoar
Private

2-Year
Publig

2-Year
Private

Froprietary

Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Tetal

1.17

496 0.19

500

6.10

{0.00}

4=Year
fubtic

Fx15,52

F213.48

0,14




TABLE 4.D.5: PROCEDURES USED TO CORRECT INVALID DATA ON BEQG
APPLICATIDN, 8Y LEVEL AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTIDN: ACADEMIC
YEAR 1978-791/

Institutional Level and Contro}

4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Pubiic Private Public frivate froprietary

Invalid Oata on
BEOG Applications
Are Not Corrected

Invalid Data on
SEQG Applications
Are Corrected

institutions
Reporting

Proceduras Wsed
8y Institutions
Which Do Yalidate

BEOG Applications:

Scheduie Appointments
With Students,

Assist Them in
Correcting the

Data, and have

Them Re-Sign

Their $ERs

Refer to USOE

After Giving

Students the

Opportunity to

Correct the Qata 2/ ¥.3

Other Procedures
Are Used to Correct
Invalid BEOG Oata 6.2

Inst itutions
Reporting 557 169 193 87 &

Y Cotumn sums may exceed 100 percent due to the possibility of multiple responses.

&/ pefer to USEQ '

Source of D.F. Hean F Ratio 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Yariation Square {Probability) Private Pubtic Private Propeietary

Between 1.07 Fr5.01 j.Year Fr14.12 F=11.66
Group: Public

Within 21 {0.00)
Grovps

Total




= e ————a o

to reconcile validation questions after the student has been given the
opportunity to corract the data. As these two tables reveal, a
significantly higher percentage of 4-year public institutions employ this
procedure than do 4-year private and 2-year private institutions. Other
procedures, such as contacting parents directly, are also utilized.

Additionally, Tables 4.0.4 and 4.0.5 display a sharp decrease in the
number of institutions which did not correct invalid data on BECG _
apptications. The decrease in the percentage of institutions which do
not correct was from 9.4 percent in 1977-78 to 2.5 percent in 1978-79.
Furthermore, this drop occurred across all types of institutions, with
the sharpest decline experienced by 2-year private schools (17.0 percent
to 0.0 percent). '

Validation of Campus Based Applications

Oue to the centralized processing of Basic Grants, USOE has been able
to take major steps to ensure the proper validation of student- and
parent-reported application data. However, the validation of Campus
Based aid applications must be handled at the institutional level. As
Tables 4.0.6 and 4.0.7 illustrate, most institutions employ one or more
methods to validate data reported on Campus Based app1icatibn§. These
procedures are similar to those used for BECG validations, with a heavy
reliance on comparing various documents in a student's file and
requesting proper documentation. The table also demonstrates that there
has been a general trend towards increasing validation procedures in .the
categories of income (both taxable and nontaxable) and dependency status.

E. SUMMARY

¥

In Section B, it was noted that the major cause of differences in
student budgets across institution types is the difference in the tuition
and fees charged by the various types of schools. For students living
off-campus, either with their parents or on their own, there are
significant differences between institution types in the amount of money
that financial aid offices budget for room and board, transportation, and
other costs. For students 1iving on-campus, 2- and 4-year private and
4-year publiic institutions calculate that each of these budget components




TABLE 4.0.6: PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONS USING SELECTED PROCEDURES TO VAL-
IDATE DATA ITEMS ON CAMPUS BASED AID APPLICATIONS: ACADEMIC
YEAR 1978-791/

——

Institutional Level and Controi

4-Year 4-vear 2-Year 2-Year
Public Private Public Private Proprietary

Campys Based
Applications Are
Hot validated

Campus Sased
Applications
Are validated

Instituttons
Reporting

Procedures Used
8y Institutions
Which do validate

BEOG Applications:

Campus Sased
Applications are
Compared with
Other Financial
Afg Forms
Submitted by
The Student 2/

Docimentation

Such as IRS 1040

Form is Requestad

From The Student 3/ 63.7

S tatements of
Non-Taxable
Income are
Requested fro
The Student 3

Docomentation of
Oependency Status
Is Required 5/ 4.5

Other 2.8

Institutions
Reporting 445 150 161 69 27

Yy Column suws may exceed 190 percent due to the possibiiity of multiple responses.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

TABLE 4.D.6 CONTINUED

2/ Campys Based Applications are Compared with other Financial Aid Forms.

Source of D.F. Mean F Ratio 4-year 2-Vear 2-Year

Varfation Square {Probability} Private Public Private Proprietary
Between 4 0.25 2.63 A-Year - - - Fx8 .40
Groups Public

Within 433 0.10 (0.03) 2-tear - Fre.09
Groups . Public

Total 437

3 Bocumentation Such as 1040 Form is Requested

Source of Q.fF. Hean F Ratio a-Year 2-Year 2-Year

Yariat fon Square {Probability) Private Public Private Proprietary

Between 0.67 3.02
Groups

Within 433 0.22 {0.02)
Grous

Total 437

3/ statements of Nontaxable Income are Requested From the Student.

Source of 0.F, Mean F Ratio
variation Square {Probabiiity}

Between 0.62 2.55
Groups

Within - 433 0.24 (0.04)
Groups

Tot2) 437

5/ pocumentation of Dependency Status fs Required

Source of D.F.  Mean F Ratio 4-vear 2-Year
Yarfation Sauare {Probability) Private Publfc

2-Year
Private

Proprietary

Betwean 1.49 6.24 d-Yoar F:12.58 Frg 00
Groups Puirlic
